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Current Topics. 
The Vacation Court. 


THE First Vacation Court held before Mr. Justice 
HAMILTON produced the shortest list for many years past. In 
addition to some half-dozen ex parte motions, only four motions 
were set down for bearing, one of which stood over for a fort- 
night, aud another was struck out as no one appeared. No 
King’s Counsel were present. The court sat at 10.30, instead 
of 11 o'clock, and rose at 11.35. 


Aerial Traffic. 


A CORRESPONDENT of the Times of the 3rd inst. raises questions 
as to the practical outcome of aerial traffic which may prove the 
source of litigation in the possible, though perhaps improbable, 
event of such traffic becoming common. “To whom,” he asks, 
“belongs the ‘little patch of sky’ that is conterminous with the 
area of a man’s house, garden or estate?” with other questions as 
to the right to sail over another man’s house, garden or estate, at 
the imminent risk of accidents to those beneath, and as to the 
right to descend on the premises. Hitherto lawyers have 
asserted boldly “ cujus est solum ejus est usque ad celum,” but with- 
out much thought of turning the maxim to practical account ; and 
it has not been clear whether this property in the air has been 
equivalent for all purposes to property in the soil, so as, for in- 
stance, to entitle the owner to damages as of course in trespass. 
In Pickering v. Rudd (4 Camp. 219) Lord ELLENBOROUGH drew a 
distinction between the case of a man who shot across another's 
field in vacuo, and one who shot so that the projectile struck it. 
The first was not a case of t the second was. So that in 
the first case an action would not lie without proof of special 
damage, in the second it would. This corresponds accurately to the 
distinction between passing over land in an airship and alighting on 
it. In Wandsworth Board of Works v. United Telephone Co. (13 Q. B.D. 
p. 919) Bowen, L.J., seems to have carried the right of the sky- 
owner further. ‘The man who has land ”—so he stated the rule to 
be—“ has everything above it, or is entitled, at all events, to object 
to anything else being put over it.” If airships become common, 
this form of traffic is likely to prove as great a nuisance as motor 
traffic, and CowPEr had a ient mind when—according to a 
letter unearthed by a correspondent of the Spectator last week— 





! 


he said the only reasonable thing to do in the interest of the 
quiet life was to shoot down the first aeronaut. After the 
‘reception accorded to M. BL&RIoT it would be inconsistent to 


4! 
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adopt this advice, and however salutary, it might lead to inter- 
national complications. But there seems to be no doubt that 
those who suffer from aerial traffic will find redress of a kind in 
the law ; whether it will be efficient will depend very much on 
circumstances. Against the depredations of science the law is 
apt to prove a somewhat feeble and antiquated weapon. 


Audience in the County Courts. 

IT HAS been admitted that the County Courts Bill, if passed in 
its original form, will raise important questions as to the right of 
audience, and it will be desirable for these to be settled in a 
manner satisfactory to both branches of the profession. We 
understand that Lord GORELL proposes to move a new elause to 
the Bill which will at once deal with the right of audience in 
cases’brought within the county court jurisdiction by the Bill, 
and will also replace the existing provisions of section 72 of 
the County Courts Act, 1888. The first paragraph of the 
proposed clause enacts that “at the trial in a county court 
of any action which but for this Act could not have been 
tried in a county court except by the consent of the parties, 
the right of audience shall be the same as in the High Court, 
unless in any particular case the judge thinks that it is 
expedient in the interests of justice otherwise to order.” Since 
clause 1, which gave the county court jurisdict‘on (subject 
to the defendant's right of removal to the High Court) 
in actions as regards which there is now jurisdiction only by 
consent, has been struck out, it does not seem that the provision 
would have any operation; but, assuming that clause to be 
restored, the provision appears to be practically equivalent to 
securing for counsel the right of exclusive audience in cases 
which would by the operation of the Act be tried in the county 
court instead of the High Court. The second paragraph of the 
proposed clause is too long for reproduction, but it applies to all 
other cases, and is in the main a reproduction of section 72 of the 
Act of 1888. But it appears to be intended to make clearer the 
right of a solicitor-clerk to appear as an advocate, though with- 
out withdrawing the condition that he must be retained by the 
chent (see Reg. v. Oxfordshire County Court Judge, 1894, 2 Q. B. 
440); and it also gives the right of delegation in cases not 
——— £5 where the solicitor acting generally inthe matter 
has no place of business within twenty miles of the place of trial. 
The clause will require careful consideration, but the latter relax- 
ation of the rule against deputy-advocates seems to be convenient, 


After-acquired Property in Bankruptcy. 


AN INTERESTING example of the application of the doctrine of 
Cohen v. Mitchell (25 Q. B. D, 262) as to after-acquired property 
of a bankrupt is afforded by the recent decision of NEVILLE, J., 
in Re Kent Gas Co. (1909, Ch. 195). Prima facie all property 
which is acquired by a bankrupt or devolves upon him betore his 
discharge vests in the trustee, but Cohen v. Mitchell introduced 
the qualification that the bankrupt might dispose of his after- 
acquired property in good faith and for value, whether with or 
without the knowledge of the trustee, so as to confer a good 
title on the purchaser. In terms the qualification was not 
confined to personal estate, but in Re New Land, dc., Association 
and Gray (1892, 2 Ch. 138), Curry, J., held that it did not apply 
to real estate. Subsequently the same judge held in Re Clayton 
and Barclay’s Contract (1895, 2 Ch. 212) that it did apply to 
leaseholds, so that the distinction has been drawn between after- 
acquired real estate, which a bankrupt cannot deal with, and 
after-acquired chattels real, and other personal estate, which he can 
deal with. Equitable interests in real estate follow the same rule as 
freehold interests : Official Receiver v. Cooke(1906, 2 Ch. 661). Inthe 
ete yn case freehold land had been purchased by two undischarged 

nkrupts. Shortly afterwards they sold it to a company, and, on 
the company going into liquidation, the liquidator sold it for 
£1,250. It was not proposed to disturb the ultimate purchaser, bub 
the question was raised whether this sum belonged to the trustees in 
the bankruptcies or to the liquidator. If the land was real estate 
in the hands of the bankrupts, then it vested in their trustees 


’ 


and they had not made an effectual disposition of it to the com- 
pany. They purchased it, however, as partners, and section 22 
of the Partnership Act, 1890, provides that, where land has 





become partnership property, it shall, unless a contrary intention 
appears, be treated as between the partners as personal estate, 
This being so, NeviLLz, J., held that in the present case the 
land must be regarded as personal estate for the purpose of the 
rule in Cohen v. Mitchell. It had, therefore, been effeetually con- 
veyed to the company, and the purchase-money belonged to the 
liquidator. 


Liability of French Landlord for Defects in the 
Construction of Chimneys. 

A LEADING principle of our law of landlord and tenant is that 
in the letting of an unfurnished house there is no implied 
warranty on the part of the landlord that it is fit for habitation, 
Smoky chimneys give the tenant no cause of action against the 
lessor if their incapacity is due to the defective construction of 
the premises. The law of France presses more heavily on the 
lessor. By Article 1721 of the Code Civil the lessor warrants 
the lessee against all such vices and ‘defects in the premises let 
as would prevent him using them, even though they were such as 
the lessor did not know of when he let. If the lessee suffers 
any loss from such vices and defects, the lessor is bound to 
indemnify him. Ina case recently before the Court of Cassa- 
tion the tenant of a flat in Paris was nearly suffocated by the 
poisonous fumes frem a moveable slow combusticn stove which 
he had placed in one of the chimneys. The draught of this 
chimney was wholly insufficient to carry off the exhalations of 
oxide of carbon from the stove. Like many other chimneys in 
Paris, it had a draught sufficient to carry off the smoke from a 
small quantity of wood or coke, but quite unsuited to the réquire- 
ments of a slow combustion stove. In an action for damages the 
court below held that the use of moveable stoves had become 
so general in Paris that the chimneys of houses ought to be pro- 
vided with a draught sufficient for the security of those who 
adopted that mode of warmth. Judgment was accordingly given 
against the landlord, who appealed to the Court of Cassation. 
His argument upon the hearing of the appeal was that chimneys 
were ordinarily constructed for wood fires, and that the tenant in 
fitting up a moveable stove was us'ng the premises for a purpose 
different from that for which it was intended. In these circum- 
stances all liability for the accident which had cecurred must 
rest upon the tenant. The Court of Cassation declined to adopt 
this view, holding that, even in the absence of any express pro- 
vision in the lease, the lessor ought to have contemplated that a 
moveable stove might be introduced by the tenant, and that 
he ought at least to have objected to it if the chimneys were 
unsuited to the requirements of such a stove. The effect of 
this decision is apparently to give the tenant, in the absence of 
express prohibition, a right to the use of slow combustion stoves. 
The case is a good illustration of the liability of the French land- 
lords for what the courts may consider faults in the construc 
tion of their property. 


Consolidating Acts. 


THE PROPER interpretation of the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908, will probably not be settled without a good deal of 
litigation. When an Act purports to be a consolidating Act, and 
the language does not absolutely reproduce the repealed enact- 
ments, the difficult question always arises: Has the law been 
altered, or is the new Act a mere literary reproduction of the old 
Acts? It seems almost impossible by any skill in draftsmanship 
to prevent doubts arising on the meaning of the new enactment. 
What is, apparently, one of the first cases under the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, has just occurred: Zhomas v. United 
Butter Companies of France (Times, 3rd August). The question here 
was whether a resolution of the comp ny authorising a sale of the 
company’s assets to two foreign companies was valid or not. 
The resolution was passed under the authority of section 192 of the 
Act of 1908, which corresponds with section 161 of the Act of 
1862. Under the repealed section 161 a sale to a foreign company is 
valid : Ex parte Fox (L. R. 6 Ch. 192). The repealed Acts contain no 
general definition of “company.” But the new Act does contain 
such a definition, and by section 285, ‘‘ company ” means a company 
incorporated either under the repealed Acts or under the new Act 





of 1908. Consequently, the decision in Hx parte Fox would no 
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longer apply. It is true section 285 says also, “ unless the con- 
text otherwise requires.” In the present case Eve, J., held that 
there was no “context” which required the word “ company ” 
to be ‘‘ otherwise ” interpreted, and he held accordingly that the 
resolution approving the sale of the company’s assets to any 
foreign company was wltra vires. Thus, the law under the Com- 
panies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, has been declared to be 
different from the law as it existed under the repealed Acts. 
The learned judge almost invited an appeal, and gave his 
decision ‘‘ with some doubt and reluctance.” But it is extremely 
unfortunate that litigation under the Companies (Consolidation) 
Act, 1908—gué consolidating Act—should have been found 
necessary at this early period of its existence. The tendency of 
the courts is ceitainly, at the present time, to construe con- 
solidating Acts a3 they stand and not merely as revised edit‘ons of 
the repealed Acts. This was the view taken by the Privy Council 
in Williams v. Permanent Trustee Co. (1906, A.C. 249). A still 
more recent illustration occurs in the current volume of the 
Australian Commonwealth Law Reports. In Bennett v. Minister 
for Works (7 Com. L. R. 372) the High Court of Australia reversed 
the decision of the Supreme Court of New South Wales on the 
const'uction of a consolidating Act, and held that a provision 
re-enacting one of the enactments consolidated, without reference 
to the fact that the latter had been amended, must be taken to 
have over-ridden the amending Act. In this case the amending 
Act had only just been passed, and the omission to refer to it in 
the consolidating Act was simply due tu inadvertence. 


Prosecution of Corporate Bodies for Criminal 
Offences. 


IN THE case of Pearks, Gunston & Tee v. Ward (1902, 2 K. B. 
1), CHANNELL, J., after stating that, by the general principles 
of the criminal law, if a matter is made a criminal offence it is 
essential that there should be something in the nature of mens rea, 


and, therefore, in ordinary cases a corporation cannot be guilty of | ‘ ; nce i / ; 
| immediate cause of murder is wilful violence put in motion by 


a criminal offence, nor can a master be liable criminally for an 
offence committed by his servant, goes on to say that “there are 
exceptions to this rule in the case of quasi-criminal offences, as 
they may be termed—that is to say, where certain acts are for- 
bidden by law under a penalty, and possibly even under 
a personal penalty such as imprisonment, at any rate in 
default of payment of a fine.” The liability of corporate bodies 
for criminal offences is the subject of a curious paragraph 
in Sir GeorGe MACKENZIE'S Discourse on the Laws and 
Customs of Scotland in Matters Criminal, published in 1678. 
It is as follows: ‘‘ Whether a collective body of people, such 
asa burgh or incorporation, may commit a crime, seems debat- 
able. . . . But I conceive that we may clear ttis point by these 
positions—(1) That properly incorporations cannot commit a crime, 
for they are jus non persona. Crimes which consist in omission 
may be fixed upon incorporations, as if their magistrates omit 
what the law commands. . . In those things which are proper 
only to be done by incorporations, such as in making Acts, raising, 
aod using unlawful judicators, incorporations may be said to be 
guilty of what theirrulers commit. . . . No deeds of the magis- 





the deeds of their rulers; and BARTOL is of opinion that if the 
incorporation be fined, such as are innocent should not be liable 
to pay any part of it, but it should all fall upon the actors.” 
The opinion in the foregoing passage is in accordance with the 
modern law of contempt of court by corporations, according to 
which the remedy is by writ of sequestration against all the pro- 
perty and effects of the corporation, or by attachment against the 
directors or other officers thereof privy to the contempt. 


Claims Under Accident Policy in Respect of Death 
by Murder. 

THE FirtH Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine bas just 
been called upon to determine a question upon the construction 
of a policy against death by accident which contained the usual 
clause that it should be void if the assured should die in, or in 
consequence of, a duel or by his own hands. It appeared that 
during the currency of the policy, in May 1907, M. JosEPH 
CRUANCES, the insured, was found lying dead upon his bed, having 
been killed by a pistol ball which bad penetrated his skull. B 
his side was the dead body of a woman with whom he cobabited, 
who had also been killed by a pistol shot. Death had in each 
case been instantaneous. Whether the death of the insured was 
in consequence of murder or suicide was a complete mystery. His 
representative, however, sought to recover the amount insured, 
contending that the proper inference was that the insured had died 
by murder. The defence of the insurance company was that there 
was no proof of death by accident within the meaning of the policy. 
The court, in their judgment, refer to clause 2 of the policy, by which 
the term “accident” is to be taken to mean a corporal injury 
ascertained by a physician and affecting the insured without the 
intervention of his will, aud caused by some external and 
mechanical force. Murder, within the meaning of articles 295 
and 296 of the Penal Code is a crime involving premeditation— 
in other words, it must be the result of a design formed before 
committing an act of violence upon a particular person. The 


the exercise of free will. It is not the consequence of an accident, 
but of an intentional and deliberate act. The words “external and 
mechanical force” must be taken to exclude a construction which 
would enable an individual by his wilful act to make the company 
liable. In the result, the court were of opinion that, even if the 
assured had been murdered, there was no liability under the 
policy. The case turned, of course, upon the definition of 
“accident” in the policy. The ordinary life policy would, we 
take it, cover a claim in respect of the death by murder of the 
assured: Cleaver v. Mutual Reserve Fund Association (1892, 1Q. B. 
147). We have been unable to find any English authority upon 
the question before the French court, but it must not be assumed 
that the ordinary policy against death by accident wc uld in all 
cases exclude a claim arising out of death by wilful violence. 


Uniform Laws. 

THE COMMITTEE on Uniform Legislat’‘on which has been 
organized in the United States met recently to prepare a pro 
gramme for the conference on this subject which will be held at 


trates can infer a crime against the incorporation except the body | Washington in January next. The committee is composed of 
of the people coneur, for they represent, not the people in their | leading members of the bar, deans of law schools, and members 
crimes, but in their government, and they were not empowered | of the National Commission on Uniform State Legislation. 


in their election to commit crimes.” 


The punishment of cor- | President Tarr has accepted the invitation to deliver the opening 


porations is discussed in the following passage ‘How far incor- | address at the conference. Ex-Judge PARKER, as chairman of the 
porations may be punished may be likewise clear by these posi- | committee, presided, and gave an account of the progress of the 
tions : (1) The incorporation offending may be ordained to restore | movement, stating that forty-two states and territories had 


in so far as they got advantage. 
fathers may be punished with the children, such as treason, 
incorporations may be likewise punished, for their innocence is 


In those crimes wherein the | appointed official commissioners, and that in the last eighteen years 


they had obtained the adoption by twenty-five states of a number 
of uniform commercial Jaws. The president of the National 


not more favourable than that of children. BARToL gives several | Organization of Uniform State Law Commissioners described how 


have been for treason condemned 
If an incorporation offend in doing things that 


instances where towns 
to be plowe |. 


| 


the negotiable instruments law, drafted by experts for this 
society, had already been adopted in thirty-eight states and terri- 


are only proper to be done by universities [sic], then the university | tories of the Union, and it was confidently expected that it would be 


may be punished by confiscation of a pait of their common goods, 
but if an university should proceed to commit a crime which is 


adopted by all, thus bringing into conformity with the similar 
English Act all the English-speaking nations of theworld. The Uni- 


usually committed by private persons, such as the going with | form Warehouse Receipts Act, recently drafted by the conference 


displayed banners to oppress their neighbours, then, as the deeds 


had also been adopted in seventeen states and territories. A subse- 


of private citizens cannot wrong the incorporation, so neither can | quent speaker declared that it was a standing reproach to the 


» 
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civilization of Americans that they continued to tolerate the in- 
conveniences, the hardships, and the denials of«justice which re- 
sulted from their diversity of laws. In the case of marriage and 
divorce laws the reproach had become a disgrace. The difficulties 
arising from the diversity of the laws of the American states bear 
some resemblance to those which prevailed in France before the 
introduction of the Code Napoleon, when, as was said by 
VoLTAIRE, a traveller in France changed his law as often as he 
changed his horses. Englishmen who maintain two codes of law 


within the same island may at some period adopt the views of. 


the American committee. 


Extension of Term of Patent. 

IN THE case of Thompson’s Patent, which was an application 
for the extension of the term of a patent under section 18 of 
the Patents Act, 1907, the question arose whether the court 
has power under this section to grant a second extension—i.c., 
when an extension has once been granted, can the court grant a 
further extension? It will be remembered that the jurisdiction 
to grant extensions—prolongations, as they were formerly termed 
—has been transferred from the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council to the court. It was decided in Gaucher's case (2 Moore 
N. S. 532) that when once the term had been extended the power 
to extend was exhausted, and that the Judicial Committee could 
not grant a second extension. PARKER, J., in the recent case, 
said that section 18 was really a re-enactment of sections which 
have appeared in Patent Acts for many years, and he could 
not distinguish the terms of that section from the terms of 
the earlier statutes, and that there was nothing in section 18 
which justified him in departing from the decision in Gaucher’s 
case. He was therefore unable to accede to the application, 
although otherwise he might have been inclined to do so. It is 
noticeable that the Attorney-General: was willing to accede to 
an extension being granted. 








Equitable Execution. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in J. J. Edwards & Co. v. 
Picard (Times, 3rd inst.) appears to add nothing to the law as to 
equitable execution, but it is interesting from the attempt of the 
dissentient member of the court—MovuLToN, L.J.—to extend the 
bounds of jurisdiction settled by Holmes v. Millage (1893, 1 Q. B. 
551), namely, that under section 25 (8) of the Judicature Act, 
1873, a receiver cannot be appointed in a case in which no such 
appointment could have been made before the Act came into 
operation. 

Tae nature of “equitable execution” has b3en frequently 
discassed. In Re Shephard (43 Ch. D. 131) Corton, LJ., 
observed that the expression tended to error. ‘It has,” he said, 
‘often been used by judges, and occurs in some orders, as a short 
expression indicating that the person who obtains the order gets 
the same benefit as he would have got from legal execution. But 
what he gets by the appointment of a receiver is not execution, 
but equitable relief, which is granted on the ground that there 
is no remedy by execution at law. It is a taking out of the 
way a hindrance which prevents execution at common law.” 
And this principle—that there must be the possibility of legal 
execution—is the foundation of the old law on the subject. 
The Court of Chancery had its own remedy by sequestration for 
enforcing its decrees, and it only lent its aid for enforcing 
judgments at law where there was some hindrance to legal 
execution. “In any case to procure relief in equity, the creditor 
must show by his bill that he has proceeded at law to the extent 
necessary to give him a complete title” (Redesdale’s Chancery 
Pleadings, 4th ed., p. 126); and hence it was held in Neate y. 
Duke of Marlborough (3 My. and Cr. 407) in 1838 that a judgment 
creditor who desired to enforce his security against his debtor's 
equitable interest in freehold estate by a bill in equity must 

reviously sue out an ¢legit, and, if his bill did not allege that he 

d done so, it was demurrable. The Court of Chancary did not 
assert any general jurisdiction to give the judgment creditor a 
remedy against property beyond that which he had at law. 
In this instance equity was strictly auxiliary to law. 

Thus in the case of freehold estate the creditor had by 





statute (Westminster II, 13 Ed. 1, c. 18) the remedy of elegit, 
and equity only interfered for the purpose of giving him an 
sociales remedy where his legal remedy was useless. “If” 
said Lord CoTTENHAM in Neate v. Duke of Marlborough (supra), 
“there be a legal impediment, he then comes into this court, not 
to obtain a greater benefit than the law, that is, the Act of Par. 
liament, has given him, but to have the same benefit by the 
process of this court which he would have had at law if no 
legal impediment had intervened.” The practice was settled in 
accordance with this view, and in Anglo-Italian Bank v. Davies 
(9 Ch. D. p. 283), JrssEL, M.R., stated it as follows: “ Before 
the passing of the Judicature Act, the mode of obtaining equit. 
able execution was by issuing a writ of elegit, and, without 
obtaining a return, to file a bill in equity alleging that the plaintiff 
had issued his writ of elegit, and that owing to legal impediments 
it could not be enforced at law, and asking for payment of the 
judgment debt by means of a receiver.” The same rule applied 
where the appropriate legal execution was by /i. fa. 

Since the Judicature Acts the power of assisting legal execu. 
tion by the appointment of a receiver has been varied in two im- 
portant points. It has become unnecessary to go through what 
JESSEL, M.R., in the case last referred to called the useless and 
absurd form of suing out an elegit: Ex parte Evans (13 Ch. D, 
252); and thus Weate v. Duke of Marlborough has been got rid of. 
And the necessity of the double prozeeding, an action at law and 
a suit in equity, has been abolished. The order appointing 
a receiver is properly made in the action in which judgment has 
been obtained. Under section 25 (8) of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
a reeeiver may be appointed “ by an interlocutory order of the 
court in all cases in which it shall appear to the court to be just 
or convenient that such order should be made.” The expression 
“interlocutory order” is not confined to an order made between 
the commencement of the action and final judgment. It means 
any order other than a final judgment in an action, and conse 
quently a receiver can be appointed in the action by an order 
made after final judgment : Snrth v. Cowell (6 Q. B. D. 75) ; Salt 
v. Cooper (16 Ch. D. 554). There is no doubt ” said LINDLEY, 
L.J., in Holmes v. Millage (supra), “that since the Judicature 
Acts receivers by way of equitable execution can be appointed 
in proper cases by all divisions of the High Court on a motion or 
summons, without the necessity of a fresh action or suit on the 
judgment.” 

Thus the troublesome formalities as to the appointment of a 
receiver as an assistance to the satisfaction of a judgment debt 
have been got rid of. The question remains whether the statu- 
tory authority to do this in any case where it is “ just or con- 
venient” has enlarged the jurisdiction to grant such assistance, 
and there has been a uniform course of decision that the juris- 
diction has not been enlarged. In Manchester, &c., Banking Co. | 
v. Parkinson (22 Q. B. D. 173), it was held that there was no 
jurisdiction to appoint a receiver where there was no legal 
impediment to reaching the property by legal execution, and no 
special circumstances justifying the appointment as just or 
convenient. In Holmes v. Millage (supra) there was a difficulty in 
enforcing payment of the judgment by ordinary legal methods, 
but it did not arise from any impediment which the old Court 
of Chancery had jurisdiction to remove, and consequently 4 
receiver could not be appointed. The application in that case 
was to obtain the appointment of a receiver of future earnings 
of the debtor. These earnings could not be reached by 
process of execution at law. The court was not asked to 
remove any hindrance to legal process, but to extend the 
area of property subject to execution, and this it declined to do. 
In a popular sense, said LinpuEy, L.J., almost any mode of 
making a man pay his debts might be just and convenient, at 
least to the creditor ; but this did not exhaust the considerations 
on which the decision of what is just and convenient should be 
founded, and it appears to have been felt that in practice the 
only safe rule to adopt was to make the appointment of the 
reciver strictly auxiliary to the legal process of execution, as 
it had been before the Judicature Acts; or, as it was put by 
Fry, L.J., in Re Shephard (supra), it is still necessary to shew to 
the court “the existence of the circumstances creating the equity 
on which glone the jurisdiction arises,” 
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The same view was taken in the judgment of the Court of 
Appeal delivered by Davey, LJ., in Harris v. Beauchamp 
Brothers (1894, 1 Q. B. 801): “We should be sorry to limit by 
construction the beneficial jurisdiction of the court to grant an 
injunction or make an order for a receiver where it is ‘just or 
convenient’ to do so; but we conceive those well-known words 
do not confer an arbitrary or unregulated discretion on the 
court, and do not authorize the court to invent new modes of 
enforcing judgments in substitution for the ordinary modes. In the 
present case of J. J. Edwards v. Picard (supra) the majority of the 
Court of Appeal (VAUGHAN WILLIAMS and BuckLey, L.JJ.) 
have followed the authorities and have declined to appoint a 
receiver by way of legal execution where there was no execution 
possible at law. Judgment had been obtained against a foreigner 
resident in Paris. Hehad no property within the jurisdiction 
except three patents relating to taximeters. No licences were 
current for the use of the patents, and there were no profits receiv- 
able in respect of them. BuckLey, L.J., was careful not to decide 
thateven the existence of profits would entitle the plaintiff to a 
receiver, but both he and VAUGHAN WILLIAMS, L.J., were clear 
thatof the bare patents—which simply conferred a right to 
exclude others from manufacturing the patented articles—no 
execution could issue at law, and therefore no receiver could be 
appointed. 

A dissentient judgment was delivered by Mouton, L.J., and 
there would have been much to be said for his view had the above 
authorities been out of the way. He uttered a protest against 
declining the enlarged jurisdiction conferred on the court by the 
Judicature Acts. “ We have,” he said, “ no right to refuse to use 
the new powers given to us for the advancement of justice by 
section 25 (8) of the Judicature Act, 1873. Whether these 
patents are properly termed choses in action, as Lord Justice 
FARWELL has held, or inecorporeal chattels, as STEPHEN terms them, 
they are clearly assets which ought to be reached by some process 
of execution and can be effectively reached if we use the powers 
so given us; and we are not, in my opinion, justified in letting 
them escape because the old Court of Chancery would not, with 
its lesser powers, have assisted the judgment creditor.” He 
would, accordingly, have appointed a receiver so that he might 
be ready to receive profits when available. 

On the words of the statute and on general principle there 
seems to be much to be said in favour of such an appointment. 
The case is one where the property should be rendered available 
for payment of debts; the words “just or convenient” are 
satisfied ; and if the patents are valuable, the receivership would 
probably soon resu!t in the debt being satisfied. But the weight 
of authority is too great for this view to be tenable. The words 
“just or convenient” are not open now to receive their ordinary 
meaning. They have had an important qualification tacked on 
tothem. The appointment of the receiver must not only be just 
and convenient, it must also be such as the Court of Chancery 
would have made under the old practice. That this is a proper 
reading of the Judicature Acts may be open to question, but the 
Court of Appeal could hardly have questioned it without intro- 
ducing confusion into the use of precedents. 








Reviews. 


The Money-Lenders Act, 1900. 


THE Monry-Lenpers Act, 1900. By JoserH BripcEs MATTHEWS 
and GzorGr FrepericK Spear, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 


This little book is a new edition of the second part of Mr. 
Matthews’ book, “The Law of Money-lending Past and Present.” 
Within the compass of about 200 S$ 1t includes all the information 
as to the statute and caselaw of the subject that any practitioner 
was likely to want at the time of actual publication. Since the date 
of publication several cases have been decided, notably Gadd v. 
Provincial Union Bank (1909, 2 K. B. 353), and the authors will prob- 
ably find that a new edition is shortly required. The book consists 
of the text of the Money-Lenders Act, 1900, printed with annotation 
and nine appendixes. These appendixes contain another print o 
the Act of 1900, the Infants Relief Act, 1874, the Betting and Loans 
(Infants) Act, 1892, the regulations as to exemption of bodies cor- 





porate, fee orders and rules, reports of cases not reported elsewhere, 
a digest of some other cases, and some notes on the contract of loan. 
The question of the validity of isolated transactions under section 2 
(4) ig dealt with at pp. 109 et seg. and the Court of Appeal has now 
decided in Gadd v. Provincial Union Bank that a single transaction 
carried out entirely at the borrower’s residence is a violation of the 
Act and therefore liable to be set aside, The question whether a 
money-lender must be the real owner of the money he lends is also 
discussed at pp. 116 et seg., and this question raises difficulties which 
still await solution at the hands of the courts, Meanwhile this book 
is probably the most useful one of its kind to be had, 


Books of the Week. 


The Student’s Guide to Procedure in the King’s Bench Division 
of the High Court and to the Law of Evidence. By CHARLEs 
i Solicitor. Fourth Edition, George Barber, Furnival 

ress. 

Criminal Appeal Cases : Reports of Cases in the Court of Criminal 
Appeal, July 16th, 17th, 1909. Edited by Herman Couen, Barrister- 
at-Law. Vol. II, Part XVII. Stevens & Haynes. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


CLARKE v. MAYOR OF WEST HAM. No. 2. 30th July. 


MunicrpaL CoRPORATION—TRAMWAY—OBLIGATION TO CARRY PASSENGERS 
—COoNnDITION LIMITING LIABILITY. 


A municipal corporation who had acquired and were working a tram- 
way undertaking under statutory powers put up a notice in their 
tramcars that their liability in respect of any accident to a passenger 
was limited to £25, and the tramway tickets contained a notice to the 
same effect. A member of the public having met with an accident 
caused by the negligence of the corporation’s servants, 

Held, that the corporation, being under a statutory duty to carry any 
member of the public who desired to travel by a car, were not entitled 
to limit their liability for negligence. 


Application for judgment or new trial on appeal from verdict and 
judgment at a trial before Coleridge, J., and a common jury in an 
action to recover damages for negligence whereby the plaintiff alleged 
that he had received a shock from the electric conductor in connection 
with the trolly while on one of the defendants’ cars in the Barking-road 
on July 20, 1907. The defendants pleaded that their liability in any 
case was limited to £25, and denied that the plaintiff had received any 
injury. The facts were that the plaintiff got on to the car as a 
passenger, and to steady himself put his hand on to the trolly 
standard while he was standing on a brass plate on the top 
of the car. He received a shock which prevented him from moving 
until the car had gone 80 yards’and the current became disconnected. 
The standard was electrically charged owing to a defect in the 
electrical conductor, which constituted an admitted breach of Regula- 
tion No. 12, dated January 16, 1906, and made by the Board of Trade 
under the statutory rules and orders, 1906, No. 67. That rule read, 











‘* The trolly standard of every double-decked carriage shall be electri- ~ 


cally connected to the wheels of the carriage in such manner as either 
to prevent the possibility of this standard becoming electrically charged 
from any defect in the electrical conductors contained within 
it, or give a continuous warning signal to the driver or 
conductor. No passenger shall be allowed to travel on _ the 
roof of a carriage as long as there is risk of electric shock.’ The 
jury found that this regulation had not been complied with by the 
defendants and that the plaintiff had not, in fact, taken his ticket 
or paid his fare at the time the accident happened. The plaintiff knew 
that a special notice to passengers was. put up in a conspicuous position 
in the tramcars to the following effect : ‘‘ Special notice to passengers.— 
Passengers are being carried at less than the maximum authorized 
charges, and every passenger is notified that in consideration thereof 
a passenger is only carried on the terms that the maximum amount 
recoverable from the corporation on account of any injury or —_ 
suffered by a passenger and for which the corporation is legally liable 
is £25. Except as above every passenger travels at his own risk. 
Passengers can only travel subject to being bound to observe the 
by-laws for the time being ’’—and that the tickets contained a state- 
ment that they were issued subject to a £25 limit of liability in respect 
of accidents, and referring to the notice. The jury found for the 
plaintiff a verdict for £500 damages. Coleridge, J., held that 
the plaintiff was entitled to the service of the tramway at the defendants’ 
risk, and gave. judgment for the plaintiff for £500. The defendants 
appealed. 

Tae Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Farwett and Kennepy, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., after considering the position of the defendants 
with reference to passengers carried in their cars, first as statutory 
assignees of the undertaking of the North Metropolitan Tramways 
Company, and next, under the West Ham Corporation Act, 1898 
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continued :—In these circumstances, the first and main point to be 
considered is this. Is there an obligation upon the defendants, so 
long as the tramways are being worked, to carry a member of the 
public, not being an objectionable person within the meaning of by-law 
4, who desires to enter a car in which there is a vacant place, or are 
the defendants under no such obligation, but at liberty to refuse to 
take any one except upon such conditions as the defendants think fit 
to impose? In my opinion, there is such an obligation upon the de- 
fendants, or, in other words, the plaintiff had a right on paying, or 
offering to pay, his fare to travel in the tramcar. It is quite true that 
this obligation is not imposed in clear and express terms, but I cannot 
think that the sections to which I have referred admit of any other 
conclusion than this. The undertakers were empowered to do that 
which would otherwise have been a nuisance—to lay rails along the 
highway. It was in the nature of a franchise granted by Parliament. 
The analogy of a ferry seems to me to be close. In the language of 
Lord Holt in Payne v. Partridge (Show., 257), ‘‘ There being an ancient 
ferry, all the King’s people are entitled to pass of common right.”’ 
Parliament has allowed the levying of tolls, which again seems to 
me to negative the idea that the defendants can pick and choose their 
passengers. Moreover, the by-laws, which have statutory effect, 
strongly support this view. If I am correct in this view, it follows 
that the right conferred upon the plaintiff was a right to be carried 
on payment of the published fare—namely, one half-penny, and that 
there was no justification for qualifying thé plaintiff’s right by the 
addition of a term limiting liability for negligence to £25. It may 
be, though I hesitate without further argument to so hold, that if the 
defendants had chosen to publish two lists of fares in their carriages, 
one of which contained the maximum rates and the other of which con- 
tained reduced rates, and an option were given to a passenger to pay 
either the full rate without any limitation of liability or the reduced 
rate with a limitation of liability, a passenger electing to pay the 
smaller fare would be bound by the terms on which, and on which 
alone, the reduced rate was accepted. In that case there might be 
consideration for the limitation of liability, but in the present case 
it seems to me that no option was given to the plaintiff. The plaintiff 
had paid the only fare which the defendants could demand, and the 
defendants were no more entitled to limit their liability to £25 than 
they would be to negative all liability for negligence. In my opinion 
it is not useful to refer to provisions contained in the Railway Acts or 
to cases decided under those Acts. I base my judgment on the simple 
proposition that the plaintiff, who had a right to be conveyed in a 
tramcar on payment of the published fare, enjoyed that right with 
everything incidental to it, including a right to such damages as a 
jury might assess by reason of the defendants’ negligence. I think 
that the appeal fails, and must be dismissed with costs. 

FaRWELL and Kennepy, L.JJ., also delivered judgment dismissing 
the appeal.—Counset, Danchwerts, K.C., and Morten, K.C.; Simon, 
K.C., Edmond Browne & Elkin. Sortcrtors, Hillearys; Pattinson & 
Brewer. 

[Reported by J. I. Srrniine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HODGSON v. OWNERS OF WEST STANLEY COLLIERY. No. 2. 
30th July. 


MASTER AND SERVANT—ACCIDENT—DEPENDENTS—CHILDREN 
BUTING TO SUPPORT OF 
1906 (6 Ep. 7, 


A widow is wholly dependent upon her husband notwithstanding the 
fact that the husband's earnings have been largely increased by con- 
tributions from grown-up children who lived with the father and 
mother. 


ConTRI- 
MoTHER—WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 
c. 58), First ScHEDULE. 


An appeal from a decision by the Judge of the County Court of 
Durham on a point of law arising out of the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act, 1906, which came before him on a special case stated under para- 
graph 4 of the second schedule to the Act by the committee repre- 
sentative of the Durham Colliery Owners’ Mutual Protection Agso- 
ciation and Durham Miners’ Association. The facts were as fol- 
lows :—The applicant was the widow of Anthony Hodgson. His 
family consisted of himself, his wife, the present applicant, a son 
Joseph, aged twenty-five; another son Sidney, aged nineteen; and six 
other children, four girls and two boys, of ages varying from seven- 
teen to two years. The father and the two sons, Joseph and Sidney, 
were all employed at the West Stanley Colliery. The father’s 
average weekly wage was £2 1s., with house and coals. The average 
weekly wage of Joseph was £2 3s. 6d., and of Sidney £2 6s. 7d. The 
sons lived with their parents, to whom they gave all their earnings, 
and such earnings, together with the father’s, formed one common 
fund, out of which the whole household was maintained. On the 16th 
of February last there was an accident at the colliery, and both the 
father and the two sons were killed. The widow, on behalf of herself 
and the younger children, made application under the Workmen's 
Compensation Act, 1906, and claimed compensation in respect of the 
death of all three. The county court judge was of opinion that 
having regard to the decisions of the Court of Appeal in Senior v. 
Fountains and Burnley (Limited) (1907, 2 K. B. 563) and in McClean 
and Wife v. Moss Bay Iron and Steel Co. (Limited) (25 T. L. R. 633) 
he was bound to hold that the applicants were wholly dependent on 
the father, and he made his award on that footing. The applicant 
appealed. 

HE Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


and Farwett and KENNEDY, 





Farwett, L.J., who delivered the judgment of the court, said that 
in his opinion the learned county court judge was quite right in con- 
sidering that he was bound by the authorities, as that court also was 
bound. The material fact was that all the court was told was that the 
earnings of the father and the two sons formed one common fund out of 
which the household was maintained. One or two propositions were 
irrefutable. It was clear that a claimant could not be at one and the 
same time wholly dependent on A and partially dependent on B and 
C. It was also settled by authority that a wife and child were not 
the less wholly dependent on a father because the father received 
assistance from a child’s earnings, while in respect of contributions 
by a child the father might himself be a dependent by reason of his 
legal liability to maintain his family. This appeared to be the result 
of the cases of Senior v. Fountains and Burnley (Limited) (supra), 
McClean and Wife v. Moss Bay Iron and Steel Co. (Limited) (supra), 
and Main Colliery Co. v. Davies (19 A. C. 398). hat 
really disposed of the present case, because the facts in the present 
case were indistinguishable from these in McClean and Wife v. Moss 
Bay Iron and Steel Co. (Limited) (supra). His lordship wished to 
guard himself from being supposed to state that in all cases where a 
father and children contributed to the support of a family the family 
were necessarily wholly dependent on the father. If it were proved 
as a fact that the earnings of the father were wholly inadequate and 
did not -in fact maintain his family, different questions would arise. 
It might be proved that, the father’s earnings Colne inadequate, the 
family were in fact partially dependent on the child’s earnings. No 
such fact, however, was proved in the present case, which was indis- 
tinguishable from McClean v. Moss Bay Co. (supra) The appeal 
must be dismissed.—CounseL, Lowenthal; Mitchell Innes and Griffith 
Jones. Soricrrors, Hyman, Isaacs and Lavis for Isaacs and Heath, 
Sunderland ; Rawle, Johnstone and Co, for Cooper and Goodger, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

[Reported by J. I. Srreuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LAMBERT v. GREAT EASTERN RAILWAY CO. No. 2. 


RAILWAY—SPECIAL CONSTABLES—ACTION FOR 
LiaBitiry oF Ratway. 


Special constables employed by a railway under the authority of an 
Act of Parliament are servants of the railway company and not of the 
Crown, and in the event of their making an arrest without reasonable 
cause the railway company, as their employer, is liable to an action for 
false imprisonment. 


l4th July, 
Fatse IMPRISONMENT— 


This was an appeal from the verdict and judgment at the trial before 
Grantham, J., and a special jury for false imprisonment and malicious 
prosecution. The false imprisonment alleged was effected by special 
constables employed by the defendant company, and sworn in before 
justices of the peace. As to the malicious prosecution, the jury found 
in favour of the defendant company, but as to the false imprisonment 
they found that the constables had not reasonable grounds for believing 
that a felony had been committed by the plaintiff, and gave a verdict 
for the plaintiff for £10. Grantham, J., entered judgment for the 
defendants on the ground that the special constables who arrested the 
plaintiff were in the position of ordinary constables, and the company 
was not responsible for their acts. The plaintiff appealed. 

THe Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Farweitt and KeEnnepy, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, and ordered a new trial. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that this appeal raised a question of 
general interest and importance. The defendant company had, under 
the powers of section 50 of the Great Eastern Railway Powers Act, 
1900, procured the appointment of certain persons to act as special 
constables at the whole of their stations. On the 25th of March an 
arrest was made by’ one of the special constables of the plaintiff, who 
was a boy of sixteen or seventeen. The plaintiff was arrested as a 
thief; he was taken to the police office and brought before the 
magistrates, who discharged him, and it was not suggested that he was 
a thief or could properly be charged with being a thief. The jury had 
found that there was no reasonable or proper cause for the arrest, and 
that the policemen had no reasonable grounds for thinking that a felony 
had been committed; but the learned judge had held that there was 
something in the special provisions of section 50 which exempted both 
the constables and their employers from any liability in respect of the 
arrest. That raised the question—What was the position of these 
special constables; were they servants of the King, or were they not? 
It seemed plain to his lordship that under section 50 they were servants 
of the company, and that the relation of master and servant existed 
between the railway company and them. Section 50 provided that, 
subject to the conditions therein set forth, any two justices might, on 
the application of the company, appoint ‘‘all or so many as they 
think fit of the persons recommended to them fer that purpose by the 
company to act as special constables upon and within the whole of the 
railways, stations, and works belonging or leased to or worked by the 
company and the following provisions shall apply to every 
appointment so made :—(1) Every person so appointed shall make oath 
or declaration in due form of law before any justice having jurisdiec- 
tion in any one of the counties, cities, or boroughs in which such 
person is to act duly to execute the office of constable. (2) Every person 
so appointed and having been sworn or having made such declaration 
as aforesaid shall during the continuance of his appointment have all 
the powers, protection; and privileges of a constable in respect of the 
exercise of his duties, and may follow and arrest any person who has 
departed from any of the said railway stations or works after com: 
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mitting therein or thereon any offence for which he might have been 
arrested while within or upon the said railway stations or works. (3) 
Any two justices assembled and acting together, or the company, may 
dismiss from his office or accept the resignation of any constable so 
appointed, and thereupon all powers, protection, and privileges be- 
jonging to such person by virtue of such appointment shall wholly 
cease. No person so dismissed or resigning shall be capable of being 
reappointed except with the consent of the authority by whom he was 
dismissed. (4) The local authorities of any county, city, or borough 
shall not be liable for any expense of or be responsible for any acts or 
defaults of such constables or for anything connected with or conse- 
quent upon their appointment, and nothing in this Act contained shall 
restrict or affect the jurisdiction or powers of the respective local 
authorities of the county, city, or borough as the case may be, or the 
police force under their control.’’ In those circumstances, what was 
the position of these constables? The local authorities who were to do 
the ordinary police work were expressly exempted from any jurisdiction 
or responsibility in the matter. It was the railway company who 
employed them, who paid them, and who had the power to dismiss 
them. In these circumstances it seemed to his lordship that these men 
were bound to obey the orders of the company, and to obey no other 
orders of any sort or kind, and that in the act which they did they acted 
as servants of the company. No doubt they were servants who were 
given a special immunity and protection. They had the protection 
which other constables had ; they were not liable if they had reasonable 
grounds for what they did, and if they had reasonable grounds, their 
employers were not liable; but if they had not, then their employers 
must be liable. The question had been treated as if it were a new one, 
but his lordship thought that this was not the right point of view. 
Legislation of this kind was by no means novel. The employment of 
special constables by railway companies had been recognized by Parlia- 
ment for a period of, at any rate, seventy years, and the fact that it 
was within the scope of the power of the companies to employ constables 
had been decided by authority which placed it beyond doubt. His 
lordship did not think that he wanted authority, but if he did it was 
clearly and forcibly laid down by Lord Blackburn in Goff v. Great 
Northern Railway Co. (3 E. & E., 672, at p. 682): ‘‘ Then was there 
evidence that the parties concerned in apprehending the plaintiff, or 
some one of them, was an officer having such authority from the 
company? It is difficult to see why the company pay the police, if the 
inspector of their police is not to act for them to this extent; but 
there is more in this case. We find that the ticket collectors, and the 
ticket clerks, and the police, and all persons acting for the company, go 
to the office of the superintendent of the line and refer to him as the 
superior authority.’’ He (the Master of the Rolls) thought, therefore, 
that the company must accept the position that they were liable to 
the same extent as their servants were liable, and that Grantham, J., 
was wrong in holding that it was an answer to the case to say that 
these constables were special constables having such privileges as made 
both them and the railway company immune from actions at law. The 
case must, therefore, go back for a new trial. 

Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., agreed.—Counsex, C. FE. Jones; J. 
B. Matthews, and G. F. Spear. Soricrrors, Surridge. 


[Reported by J. I. Srirttnec, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


THOMAS +. UNITED BUTTER COMPANIES OF FRANCE. 
31st July. 


Company—DeriniT1I0n oF CompANy—SALE or BusINEss TO FOREIGN 
Company—-ULtra Vires—Companies (Conso.ipation) Act, 1908 (8 
Ep. 7, c. 69), ss. 192, 285. 


A company cannot sell or transfer its business or property under 
section 192 of the Companies Consolidation Act, 1908, to a foreign 
company. 


Ex parte Fox (LZ. R. 6 Ch. 192) distinguished. 


This was a motion to restrain the defendant company from acting 
upon a resolution confirming a sale to a foreign company. At a meet- 
ing held on the 16th of July a resolution was passed approving a sale 
of the company’s business to a foreign company. The short point 
raised by the motion was whether the company could, under section 
192 of the Companies Consolidation Act, 1908, sell its business to a 
foreign company. It was contended that ‘‘company”’ in that section 
means a company as defined by section 285, which provides that unless 
the context otherwise requires ‘‘company ’’ means a company formed 
and registered under the Act or an existing company, and “ existing 
company’? means a company formed and registered under the Joint 
Stock Companies Acts or under the Companies Act, 1862. 

Eve, J.—I regret that I have to decide this case on the last day of 
the sittings, because there is now no chance of a speedy appeal, and 
the order which I am about to make may in the meantime inflict some 
loss on the shareholders of the company. But as I have come to a 
conclusion on the point I think it my duty to express the opinion at 
which I have arrived. The question arises in this way. The defen- 
dants have been carrying on business in France and have found it 
necessary to raise further capital. Their appeal to the English inves- 
tors met with a response which was altogether inadequate, but the 
found in France persons who were prepared to find the necessary capl- 
tal provided the company should be domiciled in France, and the 


Eve, J. 





consideration was to be represented by shares. It was to carry out 
the arrangement by a sale for shares under section 192 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1908. At a meeting held on the 16th of July a resolution 
was passed to give effect to the arrangement. There were, however, 
certain dissentient shareholders, and one of them has brought this 
action, basing his claim on the allegation that the resolution is ultra 
vires and void. The validity or invalidity of that allegation depends 
upon the construction of the Companies Act, 1908. Section 192 o that 
Act reproduces without material alteration sections 161 and 142 of the 
Act of 1862, and if matters stood there I should be constrained to 
hold that the resolution was intra vires. ‘That rule is abundant'y 
settled by Ex parte Fox (L. R. 6 Ch. 192). But it is said that theve 
is a section in the Act of 1908 which is not to be found in the Act of 
1862, and which makes Ex parte Fox inapplicable. That section is 
285, which provides that unless the context otherwise requires ‘‘ com- 
pany” shall mean a company registered under the Companies Acts, 
and it is said that there is to be found in section 192 a context which 
‘‘ otherwise requires.” I am, however, satisfied that there is nothing 
in the context which requires me to give one interpretation to the 
transferor company and another to the transferee company. I think 
therefore the resolution was ultra vires. Then it is said that section 
285 is not new, but simply reproduces the definitions in the Act of 
1900. That is no doubt true, but the judicial interpretation of the Act 
of 1862 was before the Act of 1900. If that definition had been in the Act 
of 1862 the decision in Hx parte Fox would be binding upon me. But 
I am not entitled in construing an Act which contains a definition to 
say that it must bear the same construction as an earlier Act which 
does not contain it. I am bound to hold that the interpretation put 
upon the earlier Act does not apply to the Act of 1908. There must 
therefore be an injunction against carrying the resolution into effect. 
Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Beebee; Jessel, K.C., and B. A. 
Hail. Soricrrors, Hatchett Jones, Bisgood, 4 Marshall, agents for 
Shirley Smith & Malins, Birmingham ; H. A. Graham & Wigley. 
[Reported by S. E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re FRIENDS FREE SCHOOL. CLIBBORN v. O'BRIEN. Eve, J. 
23rd July. 


Cuarity -CHARITABLE Bequest—UnNcertTAInty—‘‘ Crvm or ReEticiovs 
: PuRPOSEs.”’ 


A trust ‘‘ for such purposes civil or religious”’ as the trustees should 
appoint jails by reason of its uncertainty as a charitable trust, even 
though the trustees are and must be members of a particular religion. 


Re Garrard (1907, 1 Ch. 382), distinguished. 


This was an adjourned summons asking whether a trust for civil 
or religivuus purposes was a good charitable trust. By a deed poll of 
the 3lst of March, 1817, certain school premises in Liverpool were 
declared vo be held upon certain trusts, one of which was that in case 
the subscribers to the school or the Society of Friends assembling at 
Liverpool should determine that the school should be discontinued, 
the trustees should assure the trust estates and funds to such person 
or persons in such manner and form and “for such purpose civil or 
religious ’’ as such subscribers or friends assembling at Liverpool 
should appoint; and the deed further provided for the disqualification 
of trustees who ceased to be members of the Society of Friends. In 
1835 the trust funds were augmented. On the 10th of May last at a 
meeting of the Society of Friends and former subscribers to the school 
a resolution was passed that the school should be discontinued, and that 
the trust property should be held for the general purposes of the 
Society of Friends assembling at Liverpool. 

Eve, J.—Doubts having arisen as to the validity of the trusts™ 
declared on the discontinuance of the school, this summons was issued 
to have it determined whether the trust was a _ good 
charitable trust or whether by reason of the vagueness and uncer- 
tainty of the terms in which it is expressed it fails as a charitable 
trust, and therefore becomes void as cieedion the rule against perpe- 
tuities. The Society of Friends assembling at Liverpool support the 
former view; the Attorney-General submits that the latter view is the 
inevitable one. The Society do not dispute that, taking the terms of 
the trust as they stand ‘‘ for such pur s civil or religious’’ as the 
subscribers or members may appoint, they are wide enough to include 
non-charitable purposes, but they urge that any ambiguity is controlled 
and all uncertainty is removed when proper regard is had to the body 
to which the administration is committed and to the tenets of the sect 
or congregation by which that administration must be directed or 
controlled. In my opinion it is quite impossible for me to hold that 
the objects of the trust are controlled or curtailed by the fact that 
the trustees are and must be members of a particular religion, or, I 
might add, of a particular religious body. No doubt there are cases 
where the appointment of a particular trustee has been treated by the 
Court as an element to be taken into consideration in determining 
whether a gift tainted with some possible ambiguity is to be treated 
as void for uncertainty, such, for example as Nightingale v. Goulbourn 
(2 Phil. 504), Re Kenny (97 L. T. 130), and Re Garrard (1907, 
1 Ch. 382). But I do not think any of those decisions are applicable 
te the circumstances of this case, and I cannot hold that the generality 
of the objects in this trust is limited or defined by the selection of 
the trustees. Then does the fact that the acts of the trustees them- 
selves are controlled by the authority and directions of the congre- 
gation of which they are members carry the matter any further? I 
think not. The argument really comes to this, that the administra- 
tion of the fund and the execution of the trusts are committed to a 
body whose profession and practice it is so to order their lives as to 
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infuse into every action the religious convictions by which they are 
bound together, and that therefore administration by such a body 
even for civil purposes necessarily involves an element which consti- 
tutes such purposes charitable in the legal sense. I cannot accede to 
that argument; its acceptance would be contrary to all authority, and 
would inevitably lead, not in this case I am satisfied, but in many 
others, to abuse and illegality. I must therefore determine that the 
trust for the administration of the trust estate on the discontinuance 
of the school is void for uncertainty, and that the trust premises are 
now held upon trust for educational purposes, and I must refer it 
to the district registrar to settle a scheme; the costs of all parties tc 
be taxed as between solicitor and client and paid out of the trust 
estate.—CounseL, Jessel, K.C., and Nuttall; P. O. Lawrence, K.C., 
and R. B. Lawrence; Sargant. Sotricrrors, Alsop, Stevens, Crooks 
Co., Liverpool; the T'reasury Solicitor. 
[Reported by 8S. E. Wrii1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
JONES & CO. rv. COVENTRY. Div. Court. 20th July. 


Army Orricer’s PeNsION—GARNISHEE ORDER—RECEIPT FOR PAYMASTER- 
GENERAL—NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENT—ARMyY Act, 1881 s. 141. 





An army officer kept a séparate account at his bank for his pension or 
retired pay. On the 1st of January, 1909, there was a balance of £6 in 
this account, which had previously been received by the officer as pension 
money. On the same date he sent to his bank a document which 
on the face of it was a receipt for £17, paid by the Paymaster-General 
to the officer on that date. This document, which was signed by the 
officer, had the following note at the foot of the sheet :—‘‘ This receipt 
must be presented for payment by a London banker, but may be 
negotiated in the country or abroad, and is to be left by the banker at 
the Paymaster-General’s office one day for examination.”’ The bank 
credited the officer with the £17 on the 1st of January, but only collected 
this sum from the Paymaster-General on the 7th of January. On the 
[st of January a garnishee order was served on the bank by a judgment 
creditor of the officer for a larger sum than £6. 

Held that the £6, having been paid over by the Paymaster-General, 
had lost its character of pension, and was subject to the garnishee order, 
notwithstanding s. 141 of the Army Act, 1881. 

Held, also, ‘that the document was not a negotiable instrument, and 
that the £17 was not subject to the garnishee order. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Master Archibald, given in 
favour of the plaintiffs. The facts and arguments of the case appear 
from the following judgment of 

Darunc, J.—This case raises a very important and a_ very 
curious question. An _ officer was entitled to a pension as 
retired pay for services that he had already rendered, not in 
consideration of any further services to be subsequently performed. I 
say that because we must distinguish between retired and half pay. 
This officer was in the habit of allowing his bank to collect this pension, 
and to put it to an account into which no money other than this pension 
was paid—a fact that considerably simplifies this case. A creditor 
obtained judgment against the officer, and he obtained a garnishee order, 
the effect of which would be that if the officer had any money of his 
own in the hands of a third person, that money might be seized by the 
creditor. On the 1st of January, 1909, when the garnishee order was 
served on the bank, the officer had at his bank the sum of £6 odd— 
monies that he had received some time before, the balance that was left 
of the monies he had received as pension. Counsel has argued that this 
£6 odd cannot be seized under the garnishee order. His contention is 
that an army officer’s pension cannot be seized at all, even if it has 
been paid over, whether it is in his own possession or in the possession of 
his agent. If that were so it would be by reason of section 141 of the 
Army Act, 1881, which provides that :—‘ Every assignment of and every 
charge on and every agreement to assign or charge any deferred pay or 
military reward payable to any officer or soldier of any of Her 
Majesty’s Forces, or any pension, allowance, or relief payable to any 
such officer or soldier or his widow, child, or other relative, or to any 
person in respect of any military service, shall, except so far as the same 
is made in pursuance of a Royal warrant for the benefit of the family 
of the person entitled thereto, or as may be authorised by any Act for 
the time being in force, be void.’”” Now, I do not think that section 
refers to the £6 odd which I have mentioned, and I do not think that 
counsel’s argument is good when he says that money which has been 
received as retired pay, and is in his possession or that of his agent 
(which is practically the same thing), cannot be seized by reason of this 
statute. I do not consider the statute goes that length. He relied 
chiefly on the case of Crowe v. Price (22 Q. B. D. 429). Lord 
Esher in that case said (see p. 433) :—‘‘ I adhere to the opinion ex- 
pressed by this court in Lucas v. Harris (18 Q. B. D. 127), that 
section 141 of the Army Act, 1881, was passed in favour of officers and 
soldiers on grounds of public policy, and that it must be construed so 
as to protect pensions granted to them for their services. The question 
in the present case is whether this sum of £109 has ceased to be pension 
for if it has not, it is money which could not be taken in equitable 
execution. Then Fry, L.J., said: ‘The money remained 
pension, of which one may use the expression that it had 





not been ‘reduced into possession.” That, in my opinion, is 
the test. Had the money lost its character of pension, or 
did it still remain pension? The pension remained pension 
until it was paid to him, but when it was paid to him it lost its character 
of pension, just as a dividend that has been paid loses its character of 
dividend. So with regard to-this money, which was paid into the 
officer’s bank for his convenience, of which he had withdrawn a part. 
I think the £6 which remained had lost its character of pension, and 
since it was not pension it did not come within the terms of section 
141, which provides that an Army officer may not charge or assign 
his deferred pay. With regard to this amount the appeal fails, 
But there was another sum of money. There became due to this 
officer on the 1st of January, 1909, the very day on which the garnishee 
order was served on the bank, a further sum of £17 for retired pay, 
But that sum was not paid to the officer’s banker on the Ist of January, 
but he sent to the bankers a document in the following form, which was 
provided for the purpose :—‘‘ Received of His Majesty’s Paymaster- 
General, the sum of £ .”’ This document the officer had signed. 
Upon the presentation of this document by a London banker the Pay. 
master-General will pay it to him, but he will only pay it to a London 
banker. In this case this document was not forwarded to the Pay- 
master-General at once upon its delivery to the bank; but the amount 
was credited to the officer at the bank, although the bank had not 
received the money—a mere matter of business between the bank and 
their customer. If the officer had died in the interval the bank would 
never have received the whole of the money, but would have received it 
subject to a deduction for the amount due in respect of the period after 
the officer’s death. The Paymaster-General takes very good care that 
there shall be no mistake as to the amount due, because there is a 
stipulation in the document that he shall have a day for examination 
into the matter. The money was not paid into the bank until the 7th of 
January. The garnishee order took effect on the lst of January, and 
it cannot affect property which was not in the possession of the bank 
upon that day. On the lst of January this money was not in the 
possession of the bank, but in the possession of the Paymaster-General. 
As this money was not in the possession of the officer’s debtor, the 
garnishee order did not affect it. The fact that the money was 
credited to the officer in his pass book cannot affect the real state of 
things. Counsel said that this document amounted to a negotiable 
instrument. -I do not think it was a negotiable instrument, for the 
reason given by the other counsel when he says that it would be im- 
possible to contend that the bank could have sued the Attorney-General 
in their own name for this money. This document is simply a receipt, 
signed before the money has been paid over ; it is an escrow, a document 
which is only operative when the money is paid over. It never was 
anything but an escrow until the Paymaster-General paid away the 
money to the person entitled to receive it. On this part of the case, 
therefore, the appeal will succeed, and there will be judgment for the 
defendant for the £17 odd, and for the plaintiffs for the £6. 

Jewr, J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counser, McCardee; 
Moresby. Souicrrors, Rundle and Hobrow, for the plaintiffs; H. G. 
Kenyon, for Reece & Harris, Birmingham, for defendants. 

[Reported by C. G. Moray. Barrister-at-Law.) 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 
Division. 
In the Goods of LUKE, Deceased. Bigham, P. 28th July. 
PRoBATE—PRACTICE—AFFIDAVITS BY PLAINTIFF’s SOLICITOR. 


The court will not allow the solicitor of a proposed plaintiff in a 
probate action to swear the affidavits required by the R. 8. C. 


Application on behalf of a proposed plaintiff to dispense with the 
strict practice laid down in probate cases by Ord. 5, r. 15, in the 
special circumstances of the case. The applicant had married a 
daughter of the testator, who took a life interest only under her 
father’s will. This testamentary document had been proved in 
common form some years back while the applicant was abroad. Re- 
cently, the applicant’s wife had died intestate. Certain circumstances 
having come to the applicant’s knowledge, he had been advised to 
obtain a revocation of probate of his father-in-law’s will and accord- 
ingly a caveat had been lodged. Personally, the applicant knew little 
of the facts, while his solicitor in this country knew all about the 
case. 

Bigham, P.—I am informed by the registrars that there is no 
authority for such an application. 

Counsel for the applicant cited In the Goods of Moore (13 P. D. 36), 
in which a writ for an injunction was allowed to issue without any 
affidavit. In the Divorce Division a petitioner’s solicitor was 
allowed, in the absence of his client and by leave of the court, to 
swear the verifying affidavit to the petition; and in the Admiralty 
Division the court had power to allow the arrest warrant to issue 
although the affidavit was defective. 

Bicuam, P., said that he could not depart from the established 
practice of the court, and must refuse the application, even thougli 
the action might be delayed owing to the plaintiff being temporarily 
out of the jurisdiction.—CounsreL, J. Harvey Murphy. Soxicrrors, 
Button & Coj, for Bennetts, Truro. 


{Reported by Diasy Corgs-Preepy, Barrister-at-Law,] 
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Solicitors’ Cases, 


Re P, (A SOLICITOR). C.A. No. 2. 29th July. 


Sotic1ror—Costs—Taxation—Licut Raiways Act, 1896—Prov1- 
SIONAL ORDER—PARLIAMENTARY OR CHANCERY SCALE—CHARGES BEFORE 
ReTAINER—Deposit or PLans. 


The costs of and connected with the preparation and making of a 
provisional order under the Light Railways Act, 1896, are taxed on the 
Chancery, and not the Parliamentary scale. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Eve, J. (reported ante, p. 617). 
A summons was taken out to review taxation. Three objections 
were carried in—(1) that the costs of obtaining a provisional order 
under the Light Railways Act, 1896, ought to be taxed on the Parlia- 
mentary scale ; (2) that certain charges ought to be allowed though made 
before the solicitor’s retainer ; and (3) that the costs of the solicitor and 
two clerks in personally depositing the plans ought to be allowed. To 
the first objection the taxing master said: ‘‘I think these are not 
Parliamentary costs at all, and I have not been asked to consider the 
items in detail.’” Ever, J., said that in 1903 certain landowners con 
ceived the idea of a light railway, and resorted to the practice usual in 
such cases of retaining a solicitor and a contractor to do the work, 
which is work of a more or less speculative character. The preparation 
of the provisional order involved considerable labour, which ought to 
be paid for liberally. He assumed that the taxing master did not 
approach the taxation with any desire to deprive the solicitor of his 
proper charges. The question was whether these costs were to be 
taxed under the Parliamentary scale or not. The Legislature con- 
sidered that light railways would generally be constructed in places 
where it would not be worth while to construct an ordinary railway, 
and therefore it intended that the expenditure of capital should be as 
small as possible, and by statute it was provided that such under- 
takings should come before another tribunal, and that there should be 
no recourse to Parliament. That being so, he was bound by the 
decision in Re Morley (L. R. 20 Eq. 17), where Sir George Jessel held 
that the costs of and connected with the preparation and making of 
a provisional order under the Tramways Act, 1870, were to be taxed on 
the Chancery scale, and he so decided on the ground that it was the 
intention of the Legislature to avoid Parliamentary proceedings. Under 
those circumstances his Lordship dismissed the summons as regards 
the scale on which these costs ought to be taxed. The solicitor 
appealed. 


The Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and FaRwett and KENNEpDy, 
L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 


Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said that he had no doubt about the 
case. The House of Commons Taxation Act, 1847, defined in clear 
language the proceedings in respect of which what was commonly called 
the Parliamentary scale of taxation ought to be applied, and which 
were to be taxed by officers of Parliament. Thirty-four years ago 
Sir George Jessel had to decide whether the Parliamentary scale applied 
to provisional orders, and he held in R» Morley (L. R. 20 Eq. 17) on 
grounds which commended themselves to his (the Master of the Rolls’) 
mind, that there was no justification for incorporating the Parlia- 
mentary scale into proceedings of that kind. In 1879 Parliament 
altered the law, not in the sense of saying that Sir George Jessel’s 
view was wrong, but they thought fit to enact that the provisions of 
the Act of 1847 should be extended to the case of promoting pro. 
visional orders and certain other cases which were specified in section 
1 of the House of Commons Costs Taxation Act, 1879. The Act was 
perfectly clear : it extended to certain cases, but did not extend to 
proceedings under the Light Railways Act, which was passed in 1896. 
There was nothing in that Act to extend the provisions of the Act of 
1847, and it would be wrong for the court to say that proceedings 
under the Light Railways Act, being analogous to. or. to use an ex- 
pression employed in the argument, being quasi-Parliamentary pro- 
ceedings, the Parliamentary scale ought to be applied to them. Sir 
George Jessel’s decision had never been questioned, and even if he 
(the Master of the Rolls) doubted its correctness, he would not disturb 
a decision thirty-four years old. 


Farwett and Kennepy, L.JJ., agreed.—Counset, Devonshire; 
Tyldesley Jones, Soacrrors, KE. W. J. Peterson; Woodcock, Ryland, 
& Parker, for Isaac Cooke & Sons, Bristol. 


[Reported by J. I. Srieuine, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


_ THe usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this associa- 
tion was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 4th inst., 
Mr. Walter Dowson in the chair, the other directors present being 
Messrs. Alfred Davenport, Charles Goddard, J. F. N. Lawrence, ©. G. 
May, Richard Pennington, J.P., Maurice A. Tweedie, and J. T. Scott 
(secretary). A sum of £1,252 was distributed in grants of relief, three 
hew members were admitted, and other general business was transacted, 
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SSS 


The Finance Bill, 1909. 


At a meeting of the Council of the Law Society of Ireland, resolutions 
were adopted, among which are the following :— 

1. The scheme of land taxation contained in Part 1 of the Finance 
Bill, as it stands, will be attended by great practical difficulties and 
disadvantages, and will add largely to the expense and complication 
— upon the transfer of landed property and the investigation 
of titles. 

2. The proposed new land taxes will delay and complicate the sales 
of estates and the distribution of purchase moneys of estates sold 
under the Land Purchase (Ireland) Acts, and to remedy this, provision 
should be made in the Bill to exclude all lands sold under these Acts 
from the purview of the new taxes and their attendant valuations. . . . 

3. The proposed method of exemption of agricultural land from 
increment duty, notwithstanding the fact that this tax will not be 
leviable thereon, will moreover necessitate the furnishing of valuations 
at the owner’s expense to the Revenue authorities in order to prove 
that agricultural land ‘‘ has for other purposes no higher value than its 
value for agricultural purposes,’ and the Council urges on the Irish 
Parliamentary representatives the expediency of obtaining specific 
exemption of agricultural land in Ireland, not only from the increment 
duty, but also from the reversion duty and the duty on undeveloped 
land and mineral rights, and from the unnecessary and costly valuations 
entailed by all these taxes. 

4. The provision in the Bill that the new land taxes shall take 
priority to existing incumbrances is inequitable, and express provision 
should be made rendering these taxes puisne to incumbrances created 
prior to the passing of the Bill. 

5. The repeal of the proviso contained in section 7, subsection (5), 
of the Finance Act, 1894, will involve a most serious increase in the 
amount of estate duty, settlement estate duty, and succession duty 






























































































payable by the tenant farmers of Ireland. . 

6. The doubling of the ad valorem duty on conveyances of land will 
weigh with special severity on the tenant farmers of Ireland. ‘ 

7. The severity on Irish farmers of the double conveyance duty is 
accentuated by the fact that on the occasion of a transfer of a farm 
which has been purchased under the Land Purchase Acts the stamp 
duty on the deed of transfer is assessed not only on the consideration 
money for the purchase, but also on the capitalised redemption value of 
the long-term purchase annuity payable to the Land Commission, which 
is added to the actual purchase money for the purpose of assessing the 
duty. 

8. The powers given to the taxing authorities by this Bill to finally 
determine cases in which the new land taxes are to be levied and the 
value of the landed property on which these taxes and the death duties 
are to be assessed without appeal to the ordinary courts of the land 
are in the highest degree objectionable if not unconstitutional. 

9. The cumulative effect of the new. land taxes, the increase in the 
death duties, and the doubling of the stamp duty on conveyances 
constitutes an undue ‘burden on land; will tend to a diminution in 
investments on mortgages on the security of land and in the purchase 
of ground rents, and also in the number of transfers of holdings; may 
imperil the punctual payment by tenants of their purchase annuities ; 
will retard building operations and the development of land near our 
cities and towns, and generally will cause a serious depreciation of the 
value of all landed property in Ireland. 


Mr. E. G. Cubitt, the chairman of the newly-formed Norfolk and Nor® 
wich branch of the Budget Protest League, says the 7'imes, lately received 
a letter from Lord Lindley, stating that he was unable to attend a meeting 
held in furtherance of the league’s objects, but that he had carefully 
considered the land value and tax clauses of the Finance Bill, and had 
come to the conclusion that they ought to be opposed by every con- 
stitutional means. For this he gave the following reasons :—*‘ (1) Be- 
cause the Bill containing them is an unfair attempt to introduce 
Socialistic views of ownership under pretence of raising money for the 
service of the State; (2) because the proposed land tax will not be 
fixed by Parliament, but by Government officials, who are to fix a 
standard for the valuation as best they can; (3) because the machinery 
provided for valuing will cost more than the tax which will be raised 
by it; (4) because such machinery is fearfully vexatious and oppressive ; 
(5) because to place additional burdens on the owners of land without 
readjusting the burdens to which they are already subject is very 
unjust.”’ 








‘Obituary. 
Mr. C. Gould, K.C. 


We regret to announce the death, on the 30th ult., of Mr. Charles 
Gould, K.C., at the age of seventy-five years. He was called to the 
Bar in 1870, and practised on the Midland Circuit. In 1885 he stood 
for the North-Eastern Division of Derbyshire in the Conservative 
interest, but was unsuccessful. He was a Justice of the Peace for the 
West Riding of Yorkshire and the county of Surrey. 
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Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Corsovtp-Euuis, of the firm of Corbould-Ellis & Mitchell, 
solicitors, of 14, Clements-lane, E.C., has been appointed Clerk to the 
Founders’ Company. Mr. Corbould-Ellis was admitted in 1901. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Wittiam Horstey and WittiAM ALEXANDER WEIGHTMAN, solicitors 
(Horsley & Weightman), 1, Guildhall-chambers, Basinghall-street, 
London. March 31. The business will be continued by the said 
William Alexander Weightman, in partnership with Charles Stuart 
Cow, the style of the firm remaining unchanged. 


MatrHew Banks Newett and Hucu Hammonp, solicitors (Banks 
Newell & Hammond), Bradford. July 31. The said Matthew Banks 
Newell will also continue to practise at the same address in his own 
name, and the said Hugh Hammond will continue to practise at 365, 
Hustlergate, Bradford, in his own name. 

[Gazette, August 3. 


Information Required. 


Rev. Cuartes Bousrietp Huteart, deceased, late British chaplain 
at Messina.—Anyone having the custody of any Will, Codicil, or Deed 
of Appointment executed by the above-named Charles Bousfield 
Huleatt, who was killed in the earthquake at Messina on the 28th day 
of December, 1908, or who knows of the existence of any such docti- 
ment, is requested to communicate at once with the undersigned. Dated 
this 27th day of July, 1909.—Kimsers & Boatman, 79, Lombard-street, 
London, E.C. 


CHENEVIX-TRENCH.—TiTLE. Deeps.—Any person having the Custody 
of Title-deeds, the property of the late Richarp SaMvueL CHENEVIX- 
TrencH, otherwise known as Dermot Chenevix-Trench, is requested 
to communicate with Grorce B. Micnety, 4, Queen’s-parade, Chelten- 
ham, one of the Executors of the above. 


General. 


We are informed, says the 7'imes, that, in consequence of the opinions 
expressed by Mr. Virendranath Chattopadhyaya in certain letters 
recently published in the 7'imes and dated from the Middle Temple, the 
Benchers of that Society have passed a resolution to the effect that, 
having heard Mr. Chattopadhyaya and read the documents and papers 
handed in by him, the Bench resolves that he is not a fit and proper 
person to continue a member of the Society, and that he be expelled. 


Horace Empson, a Cleethorpes confectioner, says the Daily Mail, 
raised a curious point of law at Grimsby on Tuesday. He refused to 
pay a fine for Sunday trading, and when reminded that a distress 
warrant would follow, he submitted that under the ancient Act the 
only alternative was imprisonment in the public stocks for two hours, 
which he was quite ready to undergo. He then left the court without 
paying, no decision having been announced as to what course the 
justices would adopt. 

In his evidence before the Departmental Committee appointed to 
inquire into the law relating to coroner’s inquests, says the Hvening 
Standard, Mr. F. Hugh Short, principal clerk of the Crown Office, 
stated that outlawry had been abolished in civil proceedings, and it 
was now almost entirely unknown in criminal proceedings. The last 
case was that of Lord Ernest Vane Tempest, and it occurred more than 
forty-five years ago. He was outlawed, but the outlawry was set aside, 
and since then this process had not been resorted to. 

The Royal Commission on the Land Transfer Acts held its last sitting 
before the Vacation on the 29th ult., at the Royal Commissions House, 
Westminster, the chairman, Lord St. Aldwyn, presiding. The witnesses 
examined were Mr. William Gamble, solicitor to the Prudential Assur- 
ance Company; Mr. C. P. Sanger, barrister, of Lincoln’s-inn; and 
Mr. C. H. Morton, solicitor, who gave evidence on behalf of the Law 
Society as to the effect of certain Bills relating to real property now 
before Parliament, promoted by the Law Society. This was the 
twenty-ninth sitting of the Commission, which was adjourned until the 
7th of October. 


Mr. Alfred A. Robinson, 62-3, Basinghall-street, writing to the 7'imes 
on the ‘‘ law’s delays,’’ says :—‘‘ We frequently hear of the law’s delays, 
but very seldom of its expedition. In an action commenced in the 
High Court of Justice on the 23rd of June last to recover nearly £200, 
a set-off was raised by the defendant of over £300. Notwithstanding an 
attempt on the part of the defendant to adjourn the trial, the master 
ordered the action to come into the short cause list, with the result that 
although six witnesses were examined, one for the plaintiff and five for 
the defendant, before Mr. Justice Lawrence, judgment was given on 
the 28th ult. Litigants should know that there is in many cases a 
short and speedy mode of trial only to be equalled by that in the 
county courts. 





A well-known judge of the Court of Session, says the Central Law 
Journal, quoting from an English journal, was administering the 
oath to a boy of tender years, and he asked him, ‘‘ Have you ever taken 
the oath? Do you know how to swear, my boy?” The simple reply 
was, ‘‘ Yes, my lord; I’m your caddie.” 

The report of the Select Committee on Imprisonment for Debt has, 
says the Parliamentary correspondent of the Times, been laid upon 
the table of the House of Commons. It is understood that the report 
presented by the chairman, Mr. Pickersgill, recommending the aboli- 
tion of imprisonment for debt, was rejected by the Committee. The 
report adopted is that presented by Mr. Athelstan Rendall. It is under- 
stood that the report states that the majority of the county court 
judges, and registrars, are still in favour of the Debtors Act, subject 
to certain alterations. It is pointed out that only a small proportion, 
probably not nearly 5 per cent., of the total number of credit transac- 
tions which come before the courts are those in which the creditor has 
been deceived by the debtor’s statements as to his position, or the 
information received from other sources has been incorrect, or in 
which the debtor’s character has deteriorated as the result of unem- 
ployment, domestic trouble, or hereditary causes. In practice, it is 
stated, the power of imprisonment is used only in these three classes 
of cases. The Committee consider that a credit system is based, 
among other things, on the knowledge of creditors that in such 
exceptional cases as these there is the power of compulsion under 
section 5 of the Debtors Act, and that it would be wrong to deprive such 
transactions of the sanction which they derive from the knowledge 
that both parties to each credit transaction have that breaches of 
faith can be dealt with by such compulsion. It is understood that the 
Committee, while expressing some doubt as to whether the subject 
was included in their reference, recommend that the Statute of 
Limitations should be amended, so that the period during which a debt 
can be recovered should be reduced to three years. The advice is 
also tendered that a departmental committee of the Treasury, with the 
addition of two members chosen by the Registrar’s Association and the 
Law Society, should at once examine the question of the undue pro- 
portion which the costs in respect of judgment summonses and orders 
of committal bear to the debts to which they relate, and endeavour to 
effect a reform in this matter. 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jaly 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep ry Caancery. 


Aspey Ervenvescent fart Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 14, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts cr claims, to 
a Pope, 144, Queen Victoria st. Jones & Co, St Mary Axe, s-lors to the 
iquidator 

Atpgerow & Sumpster, Lr. (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are require’, on or 
before Aug 19, to send their names and addres‘es, and the particulars of their dabts 
or claims, to F. W. Davis & F. W. Aldsrtan, 95 & 97, F.nsbury pavement, Foster & 
Wells, Aldershot, solors for the liquidators 

Arret Motors (1906), Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 20, to send their 
nemes and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Henry 
Gibson, 39, Waterloo st, Birmingham. Browa & Oo, Norfolk st, Strand, solors to 
the liquidator 

Gaygva Tramways Co (19°6), Lzp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 1, to 
send their names avd addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Arthur G. Brand and John Seesr, 286, Salisbury ho, liquidators 

Roman Sreamsurre Co, Ltp (tw Vo.uuntrary Liquipation)—Creditors are requestei, 
on or before Aug 24, to send their. names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Robert Gair, 19, Pilgrim st, Newcastle on Tyne, liquidator 

Smack Synpicare, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 23, to send their 
names and addre?ses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Joseph Henry 
Jefferys, 6, Park av, Palmers gn, London, liquidator 

Wanverge (Seruxkwe) Gotp Miwzs, Lrp (tv Ligurpatron) - Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 13, to ¢end their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Grosvenor George Walker, 19, St Swithin's In, liquidator 

Witsroro Press, Uro—Pctn for winding up, presented July 23, directed t> be heard 
Aug ll. Bircham & Co, Parliamsnt st, Westminster, solors for petners. Notice of 
panne must reach ths abdve-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ug 1 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 3, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Liuitsp ry Onancery. 


Gaertn S1rica Awp Roav Stone Co, Ltp—OCreditors are required, on or before Aug 31, 
to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to 
llid Herbert Thomas, 1, Chapel st, Llangollen, liquidator 

Lonpow Hittmaw Coataten Cars, Lrp —Creditors are require}, on or before Aug 31, to 
send in their names and addresses. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
mes - Veitch, Brook Hous, Walbrook. Smith, Union ct, Old Broad st, solor for 
iquidator 

Natav Prosrectine Co, Lrp —Oredito's are required, on or bafora 8p 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts ani claims, to John Ham o2ton 
—_ 91, York st, Westminster. Kimbers & Boatnan, Lombard st, solors for 
iquidators 

R. Stoxes & Oo, Ltp, Mancuester—Petn for winding up, presented July 30, directed 
to be heard at the County Court, Quay st, Manchester, ig pom 13, at 10. Chapman & 
Brooks, Manches-er, solora for petaers. Nutice of appear.og must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 12 

8. T. 8. Sxnpicars, Waxevietp, Ltp—Creditors are require’, on or before Aug 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to W. 
Claridge, 47, Market st, Bradford. Green, Wakefield, solor for liquidator 

Siivestow Broruers, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 6, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Alfred 
Slade, 9, Old Jewry chmbrs, liquidator 


UsLIMiIreD In Cuancgry, 


LiverPoo, OrcugstaaL Soorery ([nconvroratep) (1n Ligcrpation) — Creditors are 
required, on or before Aug 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts and claims, to Henry E. Abbott, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool, liquidator 
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Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, July 30. 


Universat Tatkine Macurne Co, Lrp. 

Umsitsp Horst Suor arp Narr Co, Lrp (In Liquidation). 
Fizip, Pearson & Co, Lrp, 

O.pFistp & Co, . 

Bsemonpsry CorstituTionaL OLus Co, Lre, 


Wasperer (SEtuxwe) Gotp Mines, Lrp (Reconstruction). 


fSrernen Wust & Co, Lrp, 

Srasparp Ene.isa Epiti0n, Lap. 

MesstTsr’s Garacs, Lrp, 

Wooncock & Co, Lrp, 

Sourn Eastern Devetopmest Synprcate, Lop. 
Batacorkisa Sitver Leap Minine Co, Lrp. 
Rost. Hrius, Lrp. 

§.A.C. Synprcatx, Lrp. 

Apgetine Mrygs, Lrp, 


RHopESIA MATABELELAND DeveLorment Co, Ltp (Reconstruct on). 


Mgrat'10 ORNAMENTATION Uo, LrD, 

Mactavrgin & Co, Lrp. 

IvrpaoviD Gor Batis Co, Lrp. 

West Arrican (Gotp Coast) Mrninc Corporation, Lrp. 
Ex. Deere Lanos, Lro 

F, W. Borrow & Co, Lap, 


London Gazette.—Turspay, August 3. 


TrattaN PeTroteum Concessions, Lrp. 
Marvy Coitace Co, Lro. 

Natat Prospgcrine Co, Lrp. 

Taomss Laws & Co, Lro, 

Marrnews & Pricr, Lrn. 

Innes, Pace anp Co, Lrp. 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 30. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Acxroyp, Witu1am, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Bug Manufac- | 
turer Dewsbury Pet July 13 Ord July 2 

AspinaALt, Paut Sprexce, Manor rd, Stoke , Re | 
Quarry Agent High Court Pet July 28 O1d July 28 | 

Baris, Wit.iiam, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet July 26 | 
Ord July 26 

Biack, James, Newcastle on Tyne, 4 Broker Newcastle | 
on "Tyne Pet July 6 Ord July 2 | 

Boa, WiLu1Am, Gillingham, Kent, Coal Merchant Rochester | 
Pet July 9 Oid July 26 

Bort, Evizaseru, Clifton, Bristol, Watch Maker Bristol | 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 | 

Bauxver, Wavter, Eastoft, Lincs,Farmer Sheffield Pet | 
July 29 Ord July 28 

But, Jonny, Cheriton, Kent, Somerset, Grocer Frome 
Pet June 21 Ord Joly 23 | 

Cuoarman, Joun Spencer and Fraxk Cuapman, Southamp- 
ton st, Bloomsbury, Solicitors High Court Pet June 
10 Ord July 5 

Cu'snaLt, THOMAS WitiiAm, Cardiff, Oil Merchant, Car- 
ditt Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Crayton, Rimmon, janr, Lancaster, Cycle Mar ufacturer 
Preston Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Cumptry, Samugt, Monmouth, Painter Newport, Mon | 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 | 

Davy, Grorce Epwarp, Louth, ne s Traveller Great | 
Grimsby Pet July 13 Ord Jul y 27 | 

Everitt, Frank C., Bow ln, Tailor High Court Pet July 
3 Ord July 23 

Foster, Ernest Henry, Cosham, Hants, Giocer Ports- 
mouth Pet July 27 O1d July 27 

Fourneit, Atrrep, Croydon, Builder and Decorator Croy- 
don Pet J uly 10 Ord July 26 

Fonsert, Tuomas Witiram, Carshalton, Seep, Up- 
holsterer Croydon Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Gizsoy, Joseru, Wolstanton, Baker Hanley Pat July 26 | 
Ord July 26 

Gittins, Wittiam James, 
Shrewsbury Pet July 24 Ord July 24 

Hamer and Co, Wix.14y, Salford, Osele Dealers Salford 
Pet July 24 Ord July 27 

Haroreavxs, Lorp. yo ng Schoolmaster Coventry | 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 | 

Hannzis, James Epwarp, Leeds, Carting Agent Leeds | 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 | 


Pulverbatch, Salop, Farmer | 


Siiveston Brotuees, Lap. 
Nerison, Lrp. 


Somati Co, Lrp, 


Avzert Jorvaw & Co, Lrp, 


Compressep (WHote Lear) Tea Sywprcate, Lrp. 


Lomagunpa Devetopment Co, Lp. 
Torvey Gas Licat anp Coxe Co, Lrp. 


Bo.towayo Esrare anp Trust C», Lro. 
Ivcorporatep Franco-BritisH Cuaniry Fete awp Bazaar, 1909. 


Hatieir Cavrce Music Pustisaine Co, Lro. 
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Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crawrigtp held their usual 
above-named Interests, at the . Tokenhouse- 
the following Lots were sold at the prices named, 


The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 

Fortnightly Sale (No. 888) of the 
yard, E.C. OS Ferre ot ‘ 

the total amount realized bein; 


Reverssons, Lire Potrcres, ANNuITY, AND SHARES. 
ABSOLUTE —_— 


4 GA376 ws oO ae ak “ee a oe = 
= £318 8s. 5d. coe ooo od . eco eee eco ove eo dus 
'o £696 3s, . ek see ae ee ae 
REVERSION to £357 10s, | |e iy, ae 
INTEREST in a REVERSION to £400, | Sag ee Ae 
POLICY OF ASSURANCE for £ ove oe cos ooo ose e £100 
ar of £100 ove cos oes ose » £1,150 
EDISON & —. UNITED ELECTRIC LIGHT CO., LTD., 
169 Fully-paid £5 Shares a. a. te ne ae a Ue ee 
Hartixy, Lavra, eee, Newsagent Wakefield | Buack, Jamés, Newcastle on Tyne, Shipbroker Aug 10 at 


Pet July 27 Ord July 2 
Heyperson, WILLIAM Gronor, Carlisle, Draper Carlisle 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Raves Jonny THomas, hyp Clothier Warring- 
Pet July 27 Ord July 26 
Satie Freperick, Northwocd, da Coal Dealer 
Hanley Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
va Heyny, Glanmorfawr, Llangorwen, Cardigan, Farm 
Builiff Aberystwyth Pet July! 28 Ord July 28 
sous — = lit, Llanfihangel tre beirdd, Anglesey, 
Farmer Bangir Pet July 28 Ord July 2 3 
| Litty, WALTER Epwarp, end Ann Perryman, Woodgrange 
a4, Pesmt Gate, Tailors High Court Pet July 28 Ond 
uly 28 
Lovetock, Groner, Winchester, Baker Winchester Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29 
Lywy, Jonn WetixEs.ey, Fielding rd, Bedford = t Ante 
Ettertainer Brentfoid Pet June 29 Ord J 
Peaks, Hennt Marspon, uae Glam, maton Tots 
sea Pet July27 OrdJ 
Pui.uirs, Steves, Ashford, “Hiddiesex High Court Pet 
June 23 Ord July 28 
Ping, Argtnur Srayiey, and Arsert Joun Prayer, 
Bromley, ILonmongers Croydon Pet June 23 Ord 


y 26 
Rennie, Cuar.es, Darlington, Coal Leader Stockton on 
Tees Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
| Sazripan, Forpyce, Ingram ct, hank st, Merchant 
High Court eo ew © Ord J « * 
onan and A, Brick In, Spitalfields, Grocers High Court 
Pet June 30 Ora J July 26 


| Swatiow, Jonny, St Helens. Lancs, Engineer Liverpool 


Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

Sypenuam, J W, eT Says st, Sales Manager High Court 
Pet July 8 0 

Warns, Ricnarp Sone a. Gent's Outfitter Derby 
Pet July 27 Ord July 

Westey, Arar, Bolton, “Athletic Goods Maker Bolton 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

| Witsox, Joserx Epwin, Chesterfield, Tailor Chesterfield 
Pet July 10 Ord July 26 

Wericnt, Jony, Chester, Builder Chester Pet July 26 


Ord July 26 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


| AspInaLL, Paut Srexce, Manor rd, Stoke er. 
Quarry Agent Aug 11 at 1 Bankruptcy bi 


Carey st 

eA Tom, Slaithwaite, Yorks, Tailor Aug 10 at 2.30 
‘The Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society’s Room, 
Imperial arcade, New st, Huadersficld 





12 Off Reo, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Boa, Wituuau, Gi ham, Kent, Coal Meichant Aug 11 
at 11 118, High st, Rochester 
Cueneet Joun Spencer, and Franx Cuarman, Southamp- 
ton st, Bloomsbury, Solicitors Aug lv at 12 Bank- 
pa plage, Carey st 
Cuaraa, Water Bosteett Rochdale, Surgeon Aug 20 
at 1 Townhall, Rochdale 
Dawes, Janez Josuva, Menheniot Station. Cornwall, 
Licensed Victualler Aug 9 at 12 7, Buckland ter, 
Plymouth 
Masawar, Epwis James, Bridgend, Warehouseman Aug 
llat330 Off Rec, 117,8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Evans, Huan, Kenfig ‘Hill; Glam, Draper Aug Ul at 3 
Otf Rec, 117, 8t Mary St, Cardiff 
Everitt, Frank °C, Bow In, Tailor Augi0:.t 11 Benk- 
ru bidgs, Carey et 
Sunes ERCIVAL Wi..14M, Cranleigh, Motor Agent Aug 
9 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Fonwe.t, ALFRED, Croydon, — Aug 9 at 12 132 
Y , Westminster 
FusyeEtu, Tuomas W11s4m, Onrcbalion, , Upholsterer Aug 
11 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminst: r Bridge 
GitTT1s8, be 1AM JAMES, Pulverbatch Salop, Farmer Aug 
17 at Off 22, Swanhill, Shrewebury 
Seine Wusias exRy, Northfields, Dewsbury, Jam 
Merchant Aug ¥ at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Cor- 
poration st, ~~ 
Hasznris, James Epwarp, s, Carting Agent Aug 9at il 
Off Rec, 24, Bona at, Leeds 
Wakeneld, Newsagent AugQatil Off 
Ree, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
Hossox, Freperick, Northwood, Hanley, Coal Dealer Aug 
9at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcasue, Staffs 
Litiy, WALTER es Ayn Persymay, Woodgrange 
, Tailors Aug 12 ac un Bankiupwy 
Didgs, Carey at 


Lovetocx, Grorez, Winchester, Baker Aug 9 at 10 
Messrs Godwin & Co, St Thomas st, Winchester 
Manca, Wituiam Ricnagp, New Cleethorpes, Fisherman 
Aug7at11 Off Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby 
MoLixtock, Haroun, Clayton, Lancs, Clerk Aug 7 at 11 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Mayou, Exizapeta Veronica, \Baleall Heath, Birmingham™ 
Butcher Aug 10at11.30 Off Rec, Ruskin chmbrs, 191, 
Birmingham 


Srantey, and Atsert Jonny’ Prayer, 


Pinu, ARTuuR 
Aug 9 at 2.30 132, York rd, 


We aster Bridge 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


FUND. LIMITED. 


MOORGATE STRAIT, LONDYPonN, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1880. 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LICENSED PROPERTY. 





SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


to Quarter sessions have been conducted under the 


6 A al 
X Upwards of 650 soe 8 Sespevediaes 


direction ana supervision of the 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, will be sent 


on applicatioa. 
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Pariirs, Strrnex, Ashford, Middlesex Aug 11 at 11 
ptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Rosserts, Gzonce Hanay Waxes, Cardiff, Clerk Aug 14 
at 11.80 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Roerrs, Ricuarp Josx, Cwmavon, Glam, Drapers’ 
Traveller Aug 7 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, 


jwansea 

Saeaipan, Forpycr, Ingram ct, Fenchurch st, Merchant 
Augl10at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey st 

Sons, I and A, Brick In, Spitalfields, Grocers Aug 10 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sournam, Joun Downes, Abbey Foregate, Shrewsbury, 
Wine Merchant Aug 10 at 2 Lower Room, Music 
hall, Shrewsbury 

Sypzynam, J W, Seymour st, Sales Manager Aug 10 at 12 
mong bldgs, Carey st 

Watkins, Wattrer Epwix, Nantycaffen, Seven Sisters, 
Glam, Collier Aug 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, Government 
bldgs, Swansea 

Wes ey, ALFRED, Bolton, Athletic Goods Maker Aug 10 
at3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 


ADJUDICATIONS, 

Arxwaicat, Hues E, Lewisham High rd Insurance 
Agent Greenwich Pet May17 Ord July 27 

Baxer, WittiamM Heney and Farperick WILLtaM Baker, 
Bristol, Bakers Bristol Pet July 22 Ord July 27 

Batts, Wittiam, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet July 26 
Ord July 26 

Breais, Haney, Sheffield Sheffield Pet July 23 Ord July 
27 


Bott, Ecizaseta, Clifton, Bristol, Watch Maker Bristol 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Brownitow, Rosert James, Longsight, Manchester 
Manufacturer Manchester Pet Oct 21 Ord July 27 

Bruyyez, Water, Eastoft, Lincs, Farmer Sheffield Pet 
July 28. Ord July 28 

Bupp, Cages, Bexhill, Riding Master Hastings Pet 
July 19 Ord July 24 

CaisNa.u, THomas Wituram, Cardiff, Oil Merchant Cardiff 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Cuiaytox, Rumon, junr., Lancaster, Cycle Manufacturer 
Preston Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Cumsiey, Sakuet, Monmouth, Pairter Newport, Mon. 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 

Davy, Gzoace Epwarp, Louth, Brewer’s Traveller Great 
Grims Pet July 18 Ord July 28 

Evea:tt, Feavx Corsecivs, Bow In, Tailor High Court 
Pet July 3 Ord July 23 

Forp, Henny James, Sidbury, Worcester, Baker Worcester 
Pet July lv Ord July 26 

Fouynevut, Atreep, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet July 
10 Ord July 26 

Fonnett, Taomas Wittiam, Carshalton, Upholsterer 
Croydon Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Gipson, Joszrn, Wolstanton, Staffs, Baker Hanley Pet 
July 26 Ord July 26 

Gittins, Witiiam James, Pulverbacth, Salop, Farmer 
Shrewsbury Pet July 24 Ord July 26 

Hateu, Wit11am Hewry, Northfields, Dewsbury, Jam Mer- 
chant Dewsbury PetJuly 10 Ord July 28 

Haut, ‘Tom Harree, Barrow in Furness, Clerk Barrow in 
Furness Pet July2 Ord July 26 

Haxgaisotos, Wi1tL1aM Hersert, Church st, Kensington, 
Dyer High Court Pet June 23 Ord July 26 

Haaeis, James Evwarp, Leeds, Carting Agent Leeds Pet 
June 26 Ord July 26 

Hartiey, Lavea, Wakefield, Newsagent Wakefield Pet 
July 27 Ord July 27 

Hepogs, Waiter Faeperick, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Builder 
Aylesbury Pet Junel6 Ord July 23 

Henperson, Wi111am Gronce, Carlisle, Draper Carlisle 

, Pet July 27 O:d July 27 

Heywoop, Joun Tsomas, Warrington, Clothier Warring- 
ton Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Hossoy, Faeprricx, Northwood, Hanley, Coal Dealer 

Pet July 26 Ord + 26 

Joxzs, Henry, Glanmorfawr, Liangorwen, Cardigan, 
Farm Bailiff Aberystwyth’ Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

Jonxs, Ropsert, Ralit, Lianfihangel tre beirdd, Anglesey, 
Farmer Pet July 23 Ord July 28 

Luuy, Wattzs Epwarp, and Anx Prsrymax, Wood- 
grange rd, Forest Gate, Tailors High Court Pet 
July 28 Ord July 28 

Lovetock, Gzorcz, Winchester, Baker Winchester Pet 
July 29 Ord July 29 

McRaz, Jauzs, Budge row High Court Pet Decl1l Ord 
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July 

Menxcer, Wit114m, Vicars Cross, nr Chester, Coal Dealer 
Chester Pet July 19 Ord July 26 

Mixtox, Haasgy, Southville, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet 
June 29 Ord J uly 27 

Nepetmax, Hagais, Newcastle on Tyne, Tobacco Dealer 

lewcastle on Pet July 5 Ord July 26 

Peake, Heya nspex, Mumbles, Glam, Stationer 

Swansea Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Parturrs, Gsorex, jun, Barnes, Publican Wandsworth 
Pet June15 Ord July 26 

Ping, Anruur Staxcey,and Ausgert Joun Prayer, Brom- 
ley, r Croydon Pet June 23 Ord July 26 

Ricuagps, Tuomas, Fetter In, Grocer High Court Pet 
May 12 Ord July 28 

Rosinson, Cuartes, Darlington, Coal Leader Stockton on 
Tees Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Srataam, Geonce Weiinetros, Coleherne ct, South 
| - ratnes eine High Court Pet May 14 Ord 

y ; 


Wats, Ricnarp Jostan, Derby, Gent’s Outfitter Derby 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Wao.ey, Atrazp, Bolton, Athletic Goods Maker Bolton 
Pet Jaly 27 Ord July 27 

Weatcn, Hesry, Lichfield, Staffs, Fishmonger Walsall 
Pet May 23 Ord July 27 

Wiutiams, Witiiam James, Ashbourne, Derby, Saddler 
Barton on Trent Pet July 23 Ord July 26 

Wangs, Zeam Chester, Builder Chester Pet July 26 
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ADJUDICATION ANNUL LED, 
Lysous, BE. Hicxs Bszacu, Olarence rd, Kew Gardens 
Croydon Adjud June 20 Annul July 15 





London Gazetie.—Tuxrspay, Aug 3 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arrxes, Atexanprr, Lewisham High rd, New Cross, 
Costumier Greenwich Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Baenrorts, Samus, Tuomas, Bramley, nr Rotherham, 
Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Beaumont, Joun Wiiuiam, Barnsley, Herbalist Barnsley 
Pet July 29 Ord ef 29 

Brapury, James Ext1as, Chesterfield, Cycle Dealer Chester- 
field Pet July 30 Ord July 30_ 

Camptinc, Harry, Ilford, Commercial Traveller Chelms- 
ford Pet July 29 Ord wt hed i ‘ 

Dyxs, Stipxey Hearsent, Salisbury, Stationer Salisbury 
Pet July 30 Ord July 30 : . 

Geypre, Aime, Lincoln’s inn fields, Wine Merchant High 
Court PetJulv 7 Ord July 30 ei 

Gorrstreix, H H, Queen Victoria st, Advertising Agent 
High Court Pet May 20 Ord J uly 30 

Gower, Wii.1Au, Gravesend, Journeyman Baker Roches 
ter PetJuly 29 Ord July 29 

Barton on Irwell, Lancs Salford Pet 


Howes, Rosert, Litcham, Swaffham, Norfolk, Horse 
Dealer Norwich Pet July 10 Ord July 30 

Jackson, Epwin Georer, Oxford ter, Hyde Park, Provision 
Salesman High Court Pet July 30 Ord July 3) 

Jackson, Jarvis, Sutton Bonington, Notts, Saddler 
Leicester Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Lippie, Josrrpx Epwargp, Hayring, Alston with Garrigill, 
Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle Pet July 30 Ord 
July 30 

Orr, hel E T, Hamilton pl, Piccadilly High Court 
Pet July 29 Pet July 30 

Raprorp, ArTHuR James, Cambridge, Agent Cambridge 
Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Scorrorn, Francis Aaron, Ipswich, Motor Expert 
Ipswich Pet July v8 Ord July 28 

ae gy Epwakzp, York, Florist York Pet July 30 


y 30 
Wuirtaxker, CE, Bury st, St James's, Agent High 
Court Pet July 9 Ord July 29 
Woopatt, Hexry Bor.xr, Scarborough, Schoolmaster 
Scarborough Pet July 30 Ord July 30 
Yersury, Ernest A, High Holborn, Builder High Court 
Pet June18 Ord July 22 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


Ackroyp, Wi1t1t14mM, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Rug Manu- 
facturer Aug 13 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Cor- 
poration st, Dewsbury 

Baker, Wit11am Heney, and Freperick WitulaM Baker, 
St George, Bristol, Bakers Aug 11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
26, Baldwin st, Bri tol 

Batis, Wittiam, Norwich, Baker Aug 11 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Bicoty, Harry, Sheffield Aug 12 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree 
In, Sheffield 


Bor, Evizasets, Clifton Bristol, Jeweller Aug 11 at 12 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

CumBuey, Samugt, Monmouth, Painter Aug 11 atll Off 
Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

Davy, Gzorar Epwarp, Louth, Brewer’s Traveller Aug 
12at 11 Off Kec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Dyke, Sipyzy Herpert, Salisbury, Stationer Aug 12 at 
12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Sali 

Forp, Hzxry James, Sidbury, Worcester, Baker Aug 13 
at 12 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen +t, Worcester 

Foster, Ernest Henry, Denmead, Cosham, Hants, 
Grocer Augil3 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High 
st, Portsmouth 

Grisson, Josepn, Wolstanton, Baker Aug llat 11.30 Off 
Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Gowar, Wi.iiam, Gravesend, Baker Aug 16 at 2 115, 
High st, Rochester 

Grice, Frepeeick, Accrington, Auctioneer Aug 11 at 11 
Off Ree, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Harris, Epuraim, Nuneaton, Warwick, Plumber Aug 12 
at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Coventry 

Heywoop. Joux Tuomas, Warrington, Clothier Aug 11 at 
3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hovutt, Airrep Epwarp, Richmond, Umbrella Maker 
Aug 13at12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge , 

Hvuecurs, Epwarp Jonss, Holyhead, Tailor Aug 11 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs. Eastgate row, Chester 

Jacksow, Jarvis, Sutton Bonington, Notts, Saddler Aug 
13 at 12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Jones, Herry, Gianmorfawr, Lilapgorwen, Cardigan 
Farm Bailiff Aug 12at10.30 Townhall, Aberyswyth 

Marpwe tt, Joun Ricuarp, Necton, Norfolk, Baker Aug 
llat12 Off Rec, 8, King’s st, Norwich 


Miro, Haney, Southville, Bristol, Builder Aug 11 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 26, win st, Bristol 
O’Ooxnor, Witu1Am Hewrny, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Photo« 
— Aug 11 at 12 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, 
ewport, Mon 


Surpstowr, Stantey, Amner rd, Clapham Common, Dealer 
in Motor Accessories Aug 13 at 11.30 133, York rd, 
Westminster Bridge 

Spore, Joseph Epwarp, York, Firist Augi3at3 Off 
Rec, the Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Warrrakes, C E, Bury st, 8t James’s, Agent Aug 12 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Woopart, Henry Borrke, Scarborough, Schoolmaster, 
Aug 13 at 3 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Worean, Wittiam, Maesteg, Glam, Bootmaker, Aug 13 
at3 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Waicat, Joan, Chester, Builder Aug 11 at 2.30 Crypt 
chm »ra, Eastgate row, Chester 

Yersuay, Eanest A, High Holborn, Builder Aug 13 at 12 
B nkruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


AITKEN, ALEXANDER, Lewisham High rd, New Cross 
Costumier Greenwich Pet July 3) Ord July 30 
Bartineton, Farpericx Oscag, Chalfont St Peters, Bucks 
Builder High Court Pet June 18 Ord July 29 
Basnu¥ xTH, Samurt Taomas, Bramley, or Rotherham, 
Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet Julv 29 Ord July 29 

Beaumont, Jonw Witi14m, Barnsley, Herbalist Barnsley 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Boa, Witiam, Gillingham, Kent, Coal Merchant 

ochester Pet July9 Ord July 30 

Braptey, James Evias, Chesterfield, Cycle Dealer 
Chesterfield Pet Jaly 30 Ord July 30 

Dyke, Sipney Hersert, Salisbury, Stationer Salisbury 
Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Fotrer, Percivan Wivuiam, Cranleigh, Motor Agent 
Guildford Pet June8 Ord July 29 

Gowar, Witt1aM, Gravesend, Baker Rochester Pet July 
29 Ord July 29 

Hames, Witu1am Dow tinea, and Wittiam Lucius, Salford, 

cle Dealers Salford Pet July 24 Ord July 30 

Jacsson, Epwin Gronce, Oxford ter, Hyde Park vis‘on 
Sale:man High Court Pet July 30 Ord July 30 

Jacksox, Jarvis, Sutton Bonington, Notts, Saddler 
Leicester Pet mie f Ord July 29 

Jort, Samuzt, Gravel ln, Houndaditch, Fruit Salesman 
High Court Pet June15 Ord July 30 

Lippiz, Joszpx Epwakrp, Hayring, Alston with Garrigill, 
Cumberland, Farmer Carlisle Pet July 30 Ord July 


30 

McLintocx, Hanoxp, Clayton, Lancs, Clerk Ashton under 
Lyne Pet June 24 Ord July 29 

Newman, WittiAm Grorce, High st, Hounslow, Tobacco 
Dealer Brentford Pet June 10 Ord July v7 

Scorrorn, Francis Aaron, Ipswich, Eogineer Ipswich 
Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

SypesHam, Jouw Wituam, Seymour st, Sales Manager 
High Court Pet July8 Ord July 29 

Wicson, Joszru Epwin, Chesterfield, Tailor Chesterfield 
Pet July 14 Ord July 28 

Woopuatt, Hewry Boerke, Scarborough, Schoolmaster 
Scarborough Pet July 30 Ord July 3u 


NORWAY “bicx 


VISITING FINEST FJORDS, 


1 3 DAYS The Magnificent New 
for s.s. ‘*OTRANTO” 








12 GUINEAS 12,000 tons. 
From GRIMSBY— 
and 14th, 28th August. 


Upwards. LUXURIOUS ACCOMMODATION. 











| _ Write for Free Illustrated Booklet to ORIENT STEAM 
| NAVIGATION COMPANY, 5, Fenchurch Avenue, London, 
E.C., and 28, Cockspur Street, 8.W. Man = 
F. GREEN & CO., and ANDERSON, ANDERSON & Co. 





The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 











= " 














Cee OFFICE Sy 








Copand from Policy dated 1788 


Law Courts Branch: 40, 





FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 
Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


Iasurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 


EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKEMEN’S COMPENSATION, 
‘ame including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


SICKNESS and DISEASE 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
BURGLARY, 


CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


4, W. COUSINS, District Manager. 








So 


TH. 


